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Can a Growth Mindset Intervention Increase Individuals’ Intentions to  
Engage in Intergroup Dialogue? 
 
by  
Noelle A. Malvar 
Advisor: Demis Glasford, PhD 
 Dialogue initiatives between different status groups foster meaningful conversations 
about inequality. Low and high status groups, however, frequently avoid discussions on difficult 
topics and do not participate in these initiatives. To address this, the current research tested an 
intervention model that aims to increase dialogue intentions using the growth mindset 
framework. The model proposes that inducing a malleable mindset toward one’s dialogue skills 
would boost group members’ intentions to engage with the outgroup. The intervention was 
hypothesized to be especially effective for high status groups, who have higher anxiety relative 
to lower status groups when anticipating intergroup dialogue. The intervention was predicted to 
work through two mediating processes: the reduction of anxiety and the increase in self-efficacy.  
 The model was tested by conducting three studies with White Americans (high status; 
Studies 1-3) and two lower status groups: Black Americans (Studies 1 and 2) and Latinx 
Americans (Study 3). Across all studies, participants read a (fictional) scientific article about 
individual’s ability to develop effective dialogue skills, and then self-reported their intentions to 
participate in various dialogue-related activities. Studies 2 and 3 included measures of anxiety 
and self-efficacy. Analyses of variance revealed mixed support for the model. In Study 1, 
participants who received the growth mindset intervention had slightly higher intentions to 
 v 
engage in dialogue compared to those in the control condition. In Study 2, the intervention 
engendered lower intergroup anxiety for White Americans relative to Black Americans, though 
this reduction in anxiety did not lead to intentions to join a communication skills workshop or a 
dialogue initiative. Participants in the growth mindset condition in Study 3 had significantly less 
intentions to participate in a real-time intergroup discussion or to sign up for a pilot dialogue 
program on race, with this effect being more pronounced for Latinx compared to White 
Americans. Interestingly, self-efficacy across status groups and conditions were above average at 
baseline and remained unchanged. The discussion summarizes the findings in the context of the 
intervention model and proposes implications for previous research on dialogue between status 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
As societies contend with increasing polarization and xenophobic sentiments, 
communities are implementing dialogue initiatives to foster positive relationships between 
different groups. Diversity-focused curriculums in universities and national programs such as 
Hope in the Cities and Better Angels promote structured dialogues as a means to advance 
meaningful engagement between perceived low (e.g., racial minorities) and high (e.g., White 
Americans) status groups. However, people frequently avoid intergroup discussions, especially 
when conversations highlight uncomfortable inequalities (Stephan & Stephan, 1985; Sue, 2015). 
For instance, more than a third of US college students prefer to avoid controversial issues on race 
or politics especially with those from outside their social circle (Chronicle of Higher Education, 
2017). Another example: even among Americans who view racial inequality as a problem, fewer 
than half bring up race-based issues with friends, and fewer still discuss it with people from 
outside their racial groups (NBC/SurveyMonkey, 2018). In essence, opportunities for dialogue 
exist, but people frequently do not take them. This lack of intention leads to the broader question 
that this dissertation will address: how can members of high and low status groups be motivated 
to engage in dialogue with each other? 
To answer this question, this dissertation proposes and tests a mindset intervention. The 
intervention instills individuals with a growth mindset to increase intentions to engage in 
intergroup dialogue. Of note, the present study focuses on fostering intentions for structured 
dialogues on inequality. (All mentions of dialogue hereafter denote structured inequality-focused 
discussions). These are facilitated conversations between members of social identity groups with 
a history of conflict or tension stemming from group-based disparities (Nagda & Zuñiga, 2003; 
Sue, 2015). For instance, this research is concerned with increasing White and Black students’ 
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intention to participate in dialogues on racial inequality. Of course, specific inequality issues 
(e.g. religious prejudice, income inequality) can range in degree of controversy and polarization 
depending on people’s attitudes or the sociopolitical context. Additionally, institutions may 
advertise these initiatives using less “deliberate” language (i.e., a dialogue on race versus a 
dialogue on racial inequality). Nonetheless, the implicit focus on group differences make these 
discussions challenging.  
Despite abundant research on mindsets and intergroup interactions, gaps in these 
literatures limit understanding of how interventions can foster intention for dialogues. Most work 
on growth mindsets, conducted in the academic domain, focus on shifting beliefs about a 
person’s own skills (i.e., math or STEM skills; see Burnette et al., 2013; Dweck, 2014). This 
work seeks to positively change an individual’s performance in a self-referent context. In 
contrast, mindset theory as applied to the intergroup domain focuses on shifting one’s mindset 
about the other person in the interaction. This approach promotes the potential malleability of 
opinions about the outgroup (Goldenberg et al., 2017; Halperin et al., 2011), essentially placing 
the onus of the intervention’s effectiveness on perceptions toward the other party. Virtually no 
research has examined whether shifting people’s mindsets toward their own abilities to engage in 
dialogue can activate a more resilient outlook for challenging contexts and facilitate intention. 
Moreover, literature on intergroup interactions primarily examines psychological barriers (i.e., 
anxiety) in the context of predetermined dialogues (Plant et al., 2010; Plant & Devine, 1998; 
Saguy et al., 2008). Outcomes center on how barriers affect the quality of inevitable intergroup 
interactions rather than how these hinder individuals from choosing to engage in the first place. 
Further, the majority of past research focuses on willingness, a related yet arguably distinct 
construct from intention (Pomery et al., 2009). For example, students can be aware of and be 
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willing to attend a dialogue on race, yet not intend to go (nor actually go). Significantly less 
work has focused on intention, a concept that connotes a more active approach (Cohen & 
Levesque, 1990).  
The current dissertation model addresses these gaps. A focus on modifying beliefs about 
one’s skills rather than espousing beliefs about the changeability of other person or outgroups 
illuminates how mindset interventions can be applied to dyadic or intergroup contexts. Further, 
addressing psychological obstacles that hamper intentions can outline a psychological state 
wherein group members are not merely open to dialogue but are an active step closer to engaging 
in one.  
 Beyond theoretical implications, there is practical appeal in an intervention that promotes 
participation in dialogue initiatives. For example, even as universities implement dialogue 
programs, benefits of these programs are not realized if students do not participate. Similarly, 
dialogue initiatives abound in local communities, but few community members attend them. An 
example: a survey among residents of Pasadena, California revealed that only a third of residents 
were aware of a dialogue program to improve community relations between law enforcement 
and residents, and only 20% of those who were aware had attended (Bobb et al., 2006). An 
intervention that boosts engagement in honest albeit difficult discussions seems a fruitful 
endeavor. More broadly, in increasingly diverse societies, meaningful discussions on differences 
might lead to less segregation or more support for policies that reflect not just tolerance, but 
genuine respect and inclusion (Amin, 2002; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; Valentine, 2008). 
Overview of Intervention Model 
The full dissertation model is presented in Figure 1. A mindset intervention is predicted 
to positively influence individuals’ intentions to engage in inequality-focused intergroup 
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dialogue. Group status is hypothesized to moderate this causal relationship, such that the 
intervention is predicted to be especially effective for high status relative to low status groups. I 
propose two mediators to explain the model’s process. Specifically, a growth mindset 
intervention is expected to boost intentions by increasing self-efficacy and decreasing intergroup 
anxiety. 
Notably, the model specifically targets group members who are open to acknowledging 
and reducing societal inequality and who believe in the utility of dialogue with outgroups. That 
is, they hold basic egalitarian beliefs of equal opportunity for all. For example, the intervention 
targets high status group members who have a baseline understanding of individual and 
structural antecedents of inequality and who may be in the nascent stages of allyship. They are 
open to learning new information on social disparities using a social justice framework (Broido 
& Reason, 2005), yet remain hesitant to sign up for dialogue initiatives. Beyond boundary 
conditions that may be more relevant for high status groups, these interventions also target group 
members who perceive dialogue initiatives as a worthwhile endeavor in the process toward 
equality. There is some evidence that about two-thirds of Americans fall into this category 
(Hawkins et al., 2018). Specifically, in a recent survey, more than half (65%) of respondents 
agreed with the notion that people with different political ideologies should be at least willing to 
listen to the other side. Of course, additional factors may deter individuals from engaging in 
dialogue. These include an unyielding lack of interest in intergroup inequality, low belief in the 
utility of dialogues, or extreme, intolerant attitudes toward the outgroup. These reasons are 
recognized but are beyond the scope of the current research. 
This chapter explicates the intervention model and is organized as follows: I first define 
the primary outcome, dialogue intentions. Next, I summarize past work on mindsets and explain 
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the causal effect of the intervention on individuals’ levels of intention. I then describe the 
moderating role of group status and discuss the predicted difference between high and low status 
groups. Finally, I elucidate two proposed mediators and then conclude the chapter with an 
overview of the studies to test the model. 
Intention to Engage in Inequality-focused Dialogue 
As shown in Figure 1, the model’s primary outcome is intention to engage in inequality-
focused dialogue. In the intergroup domain, researchers have traditionally construed intention 
and willingness interchangeably, with both constructs conveying a ready orientation toward 
interactions with outgroup members (see Paolini et al., 2018). For example, studies examine the 
role of affective (Esses & Dovidio, 2002; Stephan & Stephan, 1985; Trawalter & Richeson, 
2008) and cognitive aspects of attitudes (Babbit & Sommers, 2011) in shifting White students’ 
openness toward race-related conversations with Black students. Additionally, researchers have 
examined factors that negatively affect intentions to engage in intergroup contact at the micro 
(i.e., personal belief systems such Social Dominance Orientation; Rosenthal & Levy, 2012), 
meso (i.e., group-based motivations; Saguy & Kteily, 2014) and macro (i.e., negative political 
climate; Kalb & Saivetz, 2007) levels. These barriers reduce individuals’ willingness, and thus 
intentions, to engage across group divides (Ron et al., 2017).  
Previous research in health psychology, however, suggests that though willingness and 
intention are highly correlated, willingness does not always lead to intention. The 
Transtheoretical Model of Change (Prochaska & DiClemente, 1983) illuminates the importance 
of construing intention as distinct from willingness. This framework explains an adoption (or 
termination) of a behavior as a product of several stages: precontemplation (i.e., person is not 
thinking of changing one’s behavior or starting a new behavior, thus no intention to change), to 
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contemplation (i.e., awareness of pros and cons of behavior change), to preparation (i.e., taking 
action toward the behavior) to action (i.e., actual performance of behavior) and maintenance (i.e., 
continued engagement in the behavior). For instance, a study that examined HIV Pre-exposure 
Prophylaxis (PrEP) among a national sample of gay and bisexual men in the U.S. demonstrates 
that there are men who were willing to take PrEP without any intention of doing so, and men 
who are willing and intend to actually start a PrEP regimen. Importantly, different demographic 
and situational factors (i.e., educational attainment and income) influence each subpopulation 
and their transition from contemplation to intention to action (or non-action) (Rendina et al., 
2017). In another study that examined smoking among adolescents, intention but not willingness 
predicted change in smoking behavior among more experienced smokers (Pomery, et al., 2009). 
These works demonstrate the relevance of going beyond willingness to examine intention as a 
more proximal determinant of action. As applied to the intergroup domain, students can be open 
to engaging in a dialogue about racial inequality and yet not sign up when presented the option 
due to a lack of intention. 
Intention reflects a motivational component and implies the exertion of effort to execute a 
specific behavior (Ajzen, 1991). It is “choice with commitment” (Cohen & Levesque, 1990, p. 
213). For this dissertation, I define dialogue intentions as being in a goal state of engaging in the 
specific behavior of joining a dialogue initiative. For example, increasing students’ intentions 
indicates that they will sign up to a dialogue program. This action may in turn lead to actually 
joining a discussion with outgroup members. Consistent with the Theory of Planned Behavior, 
intention is considered an immediate antecedent of behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977; 
Gollwitzer & Moskowitz, 1996).  
 7 
The current intervention aims to increase individuals’ dialogue intentions through the 
alleviation of psychological barriers that arise when considering challenging interactions with the 
outgroup. Addressing these concerns shifts the focus of the work from a descriptive to a more 
prescriptive approach. That is, despite the vast research examining reasons that hinder people 
from engaging in intergroup dialogue, considerably less work focuses on addressing these 
obstacles. Furthermore, there is little research on whether strategies to foster dialogues are 
similarly effective across the different status parties (c.f., Bruneau & Saxe, 2012; Halperin et al., 
2011). Focusing on increasing intentions of both high and low-status group members is crucial: 
dialogue initiatives cannot be expected to succeed if groups are not motivated to come together 
in the first place.  
To increase group members’ intention to participate in dialogue, the present intervention 
uses the growth mindset framework. In the next section, I elucidate the intervention’s 
hypothesized effects by reviewing relevant research on mindsets and explaining its application in 
the context of dialogues.  
Growth Mindset 
A mindset intervention is the main causal variable in the model. Specifically, the growth 
mindset is predicted to increase group members dialogue intentions by increasing their self-
efficacy and reducing anxiety. 
Mindsets, also called implicit theories, are core beliefs people hold about the nature of 
attributes (Dweck et al., 1995). The key factor distinguishing between people’s lay theories is 
their beliefs about malleability or changeability of a skill (e.g. solving math, problem-solving) 
and its related attribute (intelligence; Dweck & Leggett, 1998), or of people’s dispositions (e.g. 
morality, prejudice). People fall along a continuous dimension depending on the domain; with 
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entity theorists at one end and incremental theorists on the other (Dweck, 2013). Entity theorists 
believe that skills and attributes are static. For example, they maintain that even if people learn 
new things over time, their underlying attribute (intelligence) remains the same. This belief is 
called a fixed mindset. Conversely, incremental theorists believe that attributes can be cultivated, 
and that over time, one can grow to be more intelligent. People who endorse this notion have a 
growth or malleable mindset (incremental theory). These lay theories are activated as people 
encounter different situations, acting as a filter through which their thoughts and behaviors are 
shaped (Levy et al., 2001; Rattan & Georgeac, 2017). 
Research on the application of mindsets illustrates two related but theoretically distinct 
approaches: one that focuses on shifting beliefs about other groups and group members’ 
attributes, and one that focuses on shifting beliefs about a person’s own skills in challenging 
contexts. The former approach, which is the prevalent framework in current intergroup research, 
promotes the malleability of groups and group traits to increase likelihood of contact. For 
example, in a study on interethnic conflict (Halperin et al., 2012), researchers induced Greek and 
Turkish Cypriot participants (two rival ethnic groups) with either a malleable or fixed mindset 
toward groups. Participants in the growth mindset condition read an article about the changing 
nature of groups’ characteristics over time and were more open to contact with the outgroup 
afterwards. In a similar study looking at group conflict in the Middle East (Halperin et al., 2011), 
Israeli Jews and Palestinians who read an article endorsing a malleable (versus fixed) nature of 
outgroups displayed a greater willingness to compromise with an outgroup member. In essence, 
the other-focused approach relies on the activation of positive perceptions of the outgroup and on 
the induction of positive emotions such as hope (Cohen-Chen et al., 2014). 4 
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In contrast, the self-focused approach aims to shift people’s perceptions of their own 
abilities. This orientation activates a cognitive process wherein people adopt learning goals that 
focus on developing competence in a challenging task (Dweck & Leggett, 1998; Molden & 
Dweck, 2006). For example, in a study examining racial minorities’ academic performance in 
college, fostering malleable beliefs regarding students’ learning abilities led to improved 
academic performance (Aronson, 2002). In another study, participants induced with a malleable 
view toward their self-regulation abilities had a more constructive outlook toward fatigue 
compared to those who did not receive the intervention and were more likely to persevere when 
faced with difficult anagram problems (Studies 2 & 3; Mrazek et al, 2018).  
The proposed intervention applies the self-focused approach to the context of challenging 
intergroup dialogue. The intervention advances the notion that dialogue skills can be 
cultivated—that is, individuals can get better at discussing difficult topics with outgroups. 
Diverging from both the other-focused and self-focused applications of growth mindset 
addresses gaps in each of these approaches. Targeting beliefs about one’s skills rather than their 
perceptions toward others engenders change in the person separate from the characteristics of 
their outgroup partner or the group to which their partner belongs. Cognitive change then, is not 
dependent on the specific outgroup (or inequality issue) but is generalizable across intergroup 
interactions. Furthermore, a growth mindset focused on increasing competence connotes 
perseverance in spite of setbacks, which connotes the possibility of engaging in future dialogues. 
As an example, the intervention is interested in inducing White and Black Americans with the 
belief that they can learn to communicate effectively with each other about racial inequality, 
rather than generating the belief that characteristics of the outgroup are malleable. 
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 As shown in Figure 2, group status is hypothesized to interact with the effect of the 
mindset intervention to produce differential levels of outcomes for the two status groups in the 
dyad. Importantly, the intervention is predicted to be especially effective in increasing high 
status groups’ intention to engage in dialogue relative to low status groups. In the following 
section, I outline why a mindset intervention stands to affect high-status groups to a stronger 
extent compared to low status groups.  
Group Status 
Psychological research has defined power and status in a variety of ways (see Alexander 
et al., 2005; Hewstone et al., 2002; Schnabel & Nadler, 2013), but a core implication of group 
status is asymmetry: one group has more access to and control over resources relative to the 
other group (Sidanius & Pratto, 2001). In the current research, I define high status groups as 
groups that have societal advantage relative to the other party in the dialogue and conversely, 
low status groups as the disadvantaged party relative to the high status group. For example, in the 
United States, White Americans are perceived as higher in status compared to racial minorities 
(e.g., Black, Latinx Americans). Importantly, group status is relevant in interpersonal contexts. 
For instance, in a dialogue between White and Black Americans, a person’s status derives from 
the person’s social identity or group-based membership (i.e., racial group), and thus a White 
American is considered higher status relative to the Black American.  
As previously stated, membership in groups constitutes a significant part of a person’s 
schema and influences how group members perceive ingroup and outgroup members (Tajfel & 
Turner, 1986). Moreover, group status influences the strength of one’s identification with the 
group. For example, with regard to salience of one’s group identity, low status group members 
are more highly identified with their group than are members of high status groups (Ellemers & 
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van Rijswijk, 1997; Ellemers et al., 2002). This may be because their experiences as minorities 
are distinct against the more widely acknowledged experiences of high status groups, who 
typically comprise the majority population. (Phinney, 1996). Further, salience of group identity 
is positively related to prejudice experience (Turner et al., 1984); low status groups, who 
typically experience more prejudice (i.e., from high status groups) thus develop a stronger sense 
of affinity with their in-group compared to high status groups. 
Because of differential access to societal resources, high and low status group members 
have divergent daily experiences (Demoulins et al., 2013). High status groups enjoy better living 
conditions, higher economic security, and a fairer justice system (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 
2004; Jones et al., 2008). These economic and social differences between groups shape not just 
individuals’ daily lives but also their perception and approach toward the established reality. In 
turn, group members’ attitudes toward the status quo influence how they respond to opportunities 
for intergroup dialogue.  
Realistic Group Conflict Theory (RCT; Sherif, Harvey, White, Hood, & Sherif, 1961) 
provides a theoretical framework with which to explain divergent orientations of different status 
groups with respect to the status quo. The tenet of RCT is rooted in the idea of zero-sum 
resources. The theory states that group conflicts arise from a subjective sense of competition 
over perceived finite resources. For example, host citizens might perceive immigrants as an 
economic threat with respect to their jobs and thus hold negative attitudes toward them. Related 
to this perception of threat, whether real or imagined (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005) is motivation to 
maintain or increase control. Groups are motivated to defend control over resources as it benefits 
them (i.e., for high status groups), or act in ways to gain more control over resources (i.e., for 
low status groups).  
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Social Identity Theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) is another framework that 
illuminates divergent approaches toward the status quo and situations that address this. As stated, 
a person’s self-concept is derived in part from membership in social groups. When one’s social 
identity is made salient, people will think and act in ways that characterize their membership to 
the group. Importantly, they will act to maintain or validate their groups’ positive social identity. 
This suggests that relative to low status parties, high status group members are likely to avoid 
situations that threaten their positive self-image, such as in an intergroup dialogue. 
Drawing from RCT and SIT, it is thus reasonable to assume that high status groups will 
have lower intentions to engage in inequality-focused dialogues. Previous research supports this 
claim. For instance, a study looking at students’ motivation for interracial conversations found 
that White participants expressed greater unwillingness to talk about race-related topics 
compared to less controversial issues, particularly when asked to converse with a Black 
confederate (Johnson, et al., 2009). In another study, undergraduate students were assigned to be 
either in the high power or low power group and given an option to pick either a commonality-
focused or an inequality-focused topic. Participants in the high status group chose the 
commonality-focused content over the topic on power differences (Saguy et al., 2008).  
Importantly, these implications apply even for high status group members who consider 
themselves as supporters of low status groups. For example, White Americans who believe in 
fairness and equal opportunities for all can still feel hesitation to approach an intergroup 
dialogue. Indeed, research on allyship development demonstrates that even high status group 
members who are low in prejudice and are open to social change seek to maintain a positive 
image of their group, and may still choose not to engage in activities that will foster informed 
intergroup action (Kendall, 2006; Ostrove & Brown, 2018).  
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On the other hand, members of low status groups are motivated to change the system to 
gain equal footing with their high status counterparts. In intergroup interactions, this motivation 
exhibits as a higher baseline level of intent to discuss differences with the outgroup (Saguy & 
Kteily, 2014). There is a dearth of empirical research examining attitudes of low status groups 
toward dialogue, but the few existing studies support this claim. For example, a study by Saguy 
and Dovidio (2013) comparing Mizrahim (low power) and Ashkenazi (high power) Jews, 
demonstrates that Mizrahim Jews were equally willing to converse about their similarities and 
differences with the respective outgroup. Moreover, they were more willing to discuss power 
inequality compared to Ashkenazi Jews. In another study, priming Black Americans’ dual 
identities—an identity schema that underscores both their racial minority and American identity, 
led to increased motivation for cross-race interactions with White relative to Black Americans 
who were primed with only a superordinate American identity (Glasford & Dovidio, 2011).  
Notably, dissimilar motives with respect to the status quo and existing hierarchy 
structures result in disparate levels of dialogue intentions, in part because group members may 
experience differential levels of perceived cognitive and affective competence. Because of the 
implied challenge to the status quo of inequality-focused discussions, high status groups may be 
more emotionally fraught or less cognitively ready compared to low status groups. Previous 
studies support this idea. For example, White students perceive themselves as “unqualified” 
(Pollock, 2004) and experience high levels of anxiety (Trawalter et al., 2009) in race-related 
conversations with racial minorities, whereas Black students do not have the same concerns 
regarding their ability to communicate and report less anxiety. Due to these disparities, the 
intervention is expected to affect distinct status groups differently. I hypothesize that the 
intervention will be particularly effective for high status group members compared to their low 
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status interaction partner. Particularly, the difference between the control and intervention 
conditions will be significant higher for high status groups relative to the difference for low 
status groups.  
In the next section, I discuss two mediators, self-efficacy and intergroup anxiety, to 
illuminate the pathways through which a mindset intervention fosters intention to engage in 
dialogue especially for high status groups. 
Group Status and Anxiety 
As seen in Figure 3, a mechanism through which a growth mindset intervention can 
increase intentions to engage in dialogue is through the reduction of group members’ anxiety. In 
the present model, I use the definition of anxiety proposed by Stephan and Stephan (1985), as the 
nervousness or apprehension that individuals feel when expecting an interaction with a member 
of an outgroup. The present research focuses primarily on pre-dialogue anxiety; the anxiety felt 
before deciding to engage in intergroup dialogue. Throughout the proposal, I use anxiety and 
intergroup anxiety interchangeably.  
Intergroup anxiety impedes intentions for dialogue by emphasizing potential ways that 
one can act wrongly or be evaluated negatively. Thus, one way that a growth mindset can reduce 
anxiety in a dialogue is by framing the focus on one’s self and performance as an indicator of 
positive interest in their interaction partner and the dialogue at hand, similar to the notion that a 
certain anxiety is “normal” and even healthy (Schultz et al., 2015). This idea is in line with 
research on growth mindsets and the learning framework it activates. For example, in a study on 
friendship formations among school-aged children, researchers found a significant relationship 
between a learning orientation and interest in forming relationships with outgroup members. 
European American students who focused more on gaining information and seeking knowledge 
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about others (versus their performance in the interaction) had greater comfort with interacting 
with African American students (Migacheva & Tropp, 2013).  
Importantly, although both status groups experience anxiety, their reasons diverge 
(Stephan & Stephan, 1985). When considering the status quo and the opportunity that dialogue 
with the outgroup represents, high status groups experience more discomfort compared to their 
low status counterpart (Hyers & Swim, 1998). For high status groups, anxiety may stem from 
impression management concerns, such as concerns that one appears nonprejudiced or likeable 
(Bergsieker, et al., 2010; Shelton et al., 2006). Moreover, recent socio-political events in the U.S. 
have created strong social norms to be unbiased and even vocally supportive of progressive 
views on social issues. High status groups may be especially vigilant to present themselves as 
egalitarian when communicating with members of low status groups.  
Low status groups similarly feel anxious when anticipating intergroup encounters, though 
for reasons that differ from those of high status groups (Doerr et al., 2011; Hyers & Swim, 
1998). Racial and ethnic minorities are frequently apprehensive about being targets of prejudice 
(Major & O’Brien, 2005; Mendoza-Denton et al., 2002) and being disrespected in the interaction 
(Bergsieker et al., 2010). Moreover, the Stereotype Content Model (Fiske et al., 2002) suggests 
that low status groups contend with stereotypes of being incompetent. These meta-stereotypes in 
turn contribute to their anxiety when facing a higher status partner in a dialogue.  
Beyond divergent reasons, high and low status groups also experience different levels of 
anxiety. High status groups are typically more anxious compared to low status groups (Trawalter 
& Richeson, 2008). As previously stated, because high status groups often (though not in all 
instances) constitute the majority populations, they have less experience interacting with low 
status groups or may only interact with them in obligatory situations (e.g., in the workplace). 
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This lack of contact might lead to reinforcement of more negative appraisals, such as perceiving 
a dialogue as threatening and anxiety-provoking to further increase anxiety (Sue, 2015; 
Trawalter et al., 2009). In a dialogue about inequality, wherein their position may place them on 
the defensive, high status group members may feel expressly nervous or hesitant. 
I hypothesize that group status will moderate the effect of the growth mindset 
intervention, such that the intervention will be more effective in reducing anxiety for high status 
group resulting in a bigger increase in intention. In short, the growth mindset will affect both 
parties but will produce a larger effect (i.e., bigger anxiety reduction and bigger increase in 
intention) for high status groups. This hypothesis is illustrated in Figure 4. 
Group Status and Self-efficacy 
As seen in Figure 5, self-efficacy will mediate the relationship between the intervention 
and intention to engage in dialogue. I adapt the definition used by Bandura (1977), and Leary 
and Atherton (1986) to conceptualize self-efficacy as belief in one’s ability to successfully 
perform a challenging task. In the intergroup domain, self-efficacy is a belief that one can 
effectively engage in inequality-focused conversation with members of other groups. 
One way that a growth mindset intervention can increase group members’ self-efficacy is 
through the activation of a cognitive readiness toward challenges. Instilling individuals with a 
growth mindset reframes their attitude toward difficulties (Bandura, 1977). A growth mindset 
toward their dialogue skills can enhance group members’ confidence in a dialogue such that they 
feel able to engage in potentially challenging conversations with the outgroup. Previous research 
supports this claim. For instance, in a study that examined imagined contact intervention, non-
Muslim students either envisioned engaging in a conversation with a Muslim student or 
performing a neutral task such as going for a walk (Stathi et al., 2011). Participants who 
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imagined an intergroup conversation reported higher self-efficacy for future intergroup 
opportunities, with results generalizing beyond the imagined individual to the outgroup 
(Muslims) to which the individual belongs. In another study, self-efficacy of German students 
regarding cross-group interactions was positively related to intention to participate in an event by 
the Chinese cultural association (Mazziotta et al., 2010). In both studies, a growth mindset 
changed high status groups’ (e.g., non-Muslim students and German students) subjective notions 
of a challenge by causing a shift in individuals’ perception of their abilities and thus their 
perceived control (Komarraju & Nadler, 2013). 
As previously mentioned, high status groups have lower intentions to engage in 
inequality-focused discussions relative to low status groups. I contend that this is partly because 
high status groups have less perceived self-efficacy compared to lower status groups (Gaertner & 
Dovidio, 2005). High status group members may feel less adept at effectively navigating 
intergroup interactions because they encounter these situations less frequently (Goffman, 1963).  
A growth mindset intervention is thus hypothesized to be especially effective at 
increasing high status groups’ self-efficacy, resulting in a stronger effect on group members’ 
intentions to engage in dialogue. This notion that disadvantaged groups will experience the effect 
of a growth mindset intervention more strongly is supported by previous research. Groups facing 
significant barriers (e.g., psychological or structural) frequently endorse fixed mindsets, and 
consequently might be benefit from a growth mindset intervention. For instance, individuals with 
perceived baseline deficiencies with regard to self-efficacy, such as low-income students (Claro 
et al., 2016) and negatively stereotyped students (Rattan et al., 2015), especially benefitted from 
adopting a growth mindset approach toward math and language courses and standardized tests 
respectively. In the current research, because high status groups are starting at a lower baseline, 
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the boost in their self-efficacy will be larger relative to low status groups’ respective increase in 
self-efficacy1.  This hypothesis is depicted in Figure 6.  
Overview of the Model and Hypotheses 
         Can a mindset intervention foster group members’ intention to engage in inequality-
focused dialogue? If yes, how? I addressed these questions through three experiments that 
incorporate theories on mindset and intergroup relations. The hypotheses for the model are as 
follows: 
Hypothesis 1: Growth mindset → Dialogue intentions 
A growth mindset intervention will lead to higher dialogue intentions relative to a control 
group.  
Hypothesis 2: Growth mindset ´ Status → Dialogue intentions 
Effect of the growth mindset intervention will differ as a function of group status. The 
intervention is expected to have a stronger effect on high status relative to low status groups. As 
suggested by research cited in previous sections, high status groups have more salient 
psychological barriers when expecting intergroup dialogue. Relative to low status groups, they 
start from a “disadvantaged” position. Thus, the difference in their intentions to engage in the 
dialogue from a control baseline due to the growth mindset intervention will be significantly 
bigger than the difference between conditions for low status groups. 
Hypothesis 3a: Growth mindset ´ Status → Anxiety → Dialogue intentions 
A growth mindset intervention is predicted to increase intensions through the reduction of 
intergroup anxiety. Moreover, high status groups, who typically are more anxious at the prospect 
 
1 In the control condition, scores for self-efficacy is expected to reflect baseline attitudes toward intergroup dialogue, with high 
status groups predicted to have lower self-efficacy compared to low status groups.  
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of an intergroup dialogue will experience a bigger decrease in their anxiety relative to low-status 
groups, thus engendering a stronger positive change in dialogue intentions.  
Hypothesis 3b:  Growth mindset ´ Status → Self-efficacy → Dialogue intentions 
 A growth mindset intervention is predicted to increase intensions through the increase of 
self-efficacy, especially for high status groups. That is, group status will interact with a growth 
mindset intervention to effect high status groups’ self-efficacy to a larger extent relative to low 
status groups. This stronger effect of the mindset on self-efficacy will explain the difference in 
high status groups’ increase in intentions (relative to the control) as compared to the change 
experienced by low status groups.  
Overview of Studies 
I conducted three studies to test the hypotheses stated above. Study 1 tested the 
interaction effect of a mindset intervention and group status on dialogue intentions. I examined 
whether a growth mindset increases White Americans’ (high status) and Black Americans’ (low 
status) motivation to engage in a dialogue on race compared to a no-intervention (control) 
condition; and whether the increase in intentions for White Americans will be stronger compared 
to the change for Black Americans. As mentioned, the intervention is intended for people who 
are open to dialogue as a means to foster positive intergroup outcomes.  
Study 2 tested hypotheses 3a and 3b simultaneously, examining the mediating effects of 
intergroup anxiety and self-efficacy. Additionally, Study 2 served as a conceptual replication of 
Study 1. Finally, Study 3 extended the model by including behavioral outcomes of dialogue 
intentions and applying the model to another low status group, Latino/a/x Americans2.   
 
2 Latinx participants were asked at the end of Study 3 to indicate which label they prefer when collectively referencing their 
ethnic group: Latino, Latino/a, Latinx, Latin*, or other. Majority of participants chose Latino (44%). Nevertheless, I use Latinx in 
this dissertation in keeping with the academic practice of using the most inclusive term.   
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Of note, when anticipating an intergroup dialogue on diversity, both self-efficacy and 
feelings of anxiety stem from circumstances related to one’s relative position. Nonetheless, these 
are two distinct constructs. Self-efficacy refers to a person’s evaluation of their capability to 
engage in the dialogue successfully, while anxiety refers to the emotional apprehension one feels 
when thinking about participating in an intergroup dialogue.  For example, a White student may 
believe that they can engage in a conversation about racial inclusion with a Black student, which 
is different from feeling confident about their ability to perform effectively in the dialogue. 
Because the two variables are hypothesized to manifest in distinct pathways, I conceptualize self-
efficacy and anxiety as parallel mediators in the model to account for their unique effects. 
Taken together, the set of studies in this dissertation tests the effectiveness of the 
intervention and examined the potential mechanism through which it operates. Study 1 provides 
proof-of-concept for the intervention, as moderated by status, in a racial context that represents 
current social inequities in the U.S. society. Study 2 aims to replicate this effect and examines 
the process through with the intervention may work by assessing changes in cognitive and 
affective states. Finally, Study 3 simulates how the intervention can apply beyond the laboratory 
and tests the intervention with another perceived low status group, thus enhancing the external 
validity of the research. 
Additional variables 
To test potential conditions in which the intervention’s effects are stronger (or weaker), I 
explored individual-level variables associated with group status that might affect group 
members’ willingness to discuss inequality: attitudes toward group inequality and centrality of 
group identity. Additionally, I evaluate the influence of previous contact with other racial groups 
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on dialogue intentions. I define and explain below the potential role of each variable in the 
model. 
Attitudes toward inequality 
Individuals may vary in their tolerance for, and attitudes toward, group inequality. This 
personality variable, termed social dominance orientation (SDO; Pratto et al., 1994) has been 
shown to be related with other psychological constructs that predict preference for inequality 
such as right- wing authoritarianism (Adorno et al., 1950) and sexism (Sibley et al., 2007). As 
previously mentioned, status influences the way that low and high status group members 
perceive inequality, with high status groups having the more urgent need to thwart threats to their 
dominant position (Morrison et al., 2008; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). In the current research, I 
include a measure of SDO to examine its relationship with dialogue intentions. Across the three 
studies, I conduct correlational analyses to examine whether SDO is significantly associated with 
dialogue intentions.  
Centrality of group identity 
In the context of a dialogue, group identification might connote different psychological 
processes especially with regard to willingness to discuss inequality. For example, highly 
identified group members are more sensitive to group threat and have stronger responses relative 
to low identified group members (Branscombe et al., 2009). In Studies 1-3, I measure the 
salience of group identity for each status group and explore its relationship with dialogue 
intentions. More specifically, I examine whether varying levels of identity salience are associated 
with willingness to discuss inequality in the same way for high and low status groups. (include a 
note).  
Previous contact with outgroups 
 22 
Finally, individuals may vary in the extent that they interact with outgroups. Indeed, 
some people may have more frequent contact with people outside their social groups. For 
instance, racial minorities are also often the statistical minority, which suggests that the 
frequency with which they come into contact with White Americans may be higher compared to 
the frequency of White Americans coming into contact with their respective outgroup. This 
difference in quantity of contact is related to intergroup outcomes such as outgroup attitudes, 
intergroup anxiety, or willingness to engage in collective goals (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew & 
Tropp, 2006, 2008; Stephan & Stephan, 1995).  To account for this potential variability, I 
measure amount of previous contact with the outgroup (e.g., Black Americans for White 
Americans and vice versa) and include it as a covariate in the analyses of variance for the main 
hypotheses. 
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Chapter 2: Study 1 
 
In Study 1, I tested the model with two racial groups that are perceived to have different 
levels of status in America: White and Black Americans. The hypotheses for study 1 are: 
H1: Participants in the mindset intervention condition will report significantly higher 
dialogue intentions compared to participants in the control condition. 
H2: Group status will moderate the effect of the intervention on dialogue intentions. 
Specifically, effects of the intervention will be stronger for the high status group relative to the 
low status group.   
Method 
Power analyses 
A power analysis for an f-test using a small to medium effect size of f = .17 (or a partial 
h2 = .03) and a power (beta) = .80 revealed a minimum sample size of N=256 to detect an 
interaction effect. I factored in an approximate 35% attrition rate and sampled a minimum of N= 
300 participants3. 
Participants 
I recruited 368 participants from Prolific Academy (online crowdsourcing platform) in 
the Fall of 2019. Participants had to self-identify as White or Black Americans, be at least 18 
years old, and be U.S. residents.  
I removed a total of 65 participants: 53 respondents failed attention checks or indicated 
that they did not believe the manipulation articles (i.e. participants who scored a 3 or lower on 
the believability question using a 1-7 scale). An additional 10 people were screened out for 
indicating extreme negative attitudes toward dialogue. The final sample size was N = 303 (146 
 
3 Power analyses were conducted in G* power for all three studies using the same metrics. For each study, I recruited a minimum 
of N=350 participants. 
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Blacks and 157 Whites; Mage= 35, SD =12; 62% females). Majority of the sample identified as 
liberal (liberal or very liberal; 54%) and considered themselves in the working and middle class 
(32% and 42%, respectively). Compared to the US general population, the study sample was 
more liberal (see Table 1 for sample demographics). 
Procedure 
The study was administered online through the Qualtrics platform. Participants were told 
that they will take part in two short and unrelated studies: a writing evaluation task and a 
separate study on social interactions. They first answered a questionnaire that included 
demographic questions and measures that assessed their attitudes toward dialogue (pre-
screening), perceptions on group hierarchy (SDO; Pratto et al., 1994) and the centrality of their 
group identity. Next, they were randomly assigned into one of two conditions. Participants in one 
group read an online scientific article about the malleability of dialogue skills (mindset 
intervention; n=150), whereas those in the other group read an article about left-handedness (no 
intervention/control condition, n=153). Both groups were then asked to complete a writing task 
relevant to the information they just read.  
After completing the writing evaluation task, participants read instructions for the next 
study, which was presented as a study on interracial interactions. In this section, they answered a 
questionnaire that included manipulation check questions and items that assessed their intentions 
to participate in future interracial dialogues. Finally, they indicated their previous intergroup 
experience, and demographic questions pertaining to their socioeconomic status and political 
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orientation. Afterwards, participants were debriefed and compensated $1.65 for their time. 
Average time for study completion was 14.9 minutes (SD=7.4).4 
Group Status Indicator 
Race (i.e., identifying as White or Black) served as a non-experimental indicator of high 
or low group status, respectively. Data from previous research (Eibach & Keegan, 2006; Zou & 
Cheryan, 2017) and pilot studies I conducted in Spring 2019 supported this approach. Results 
consistently showed that White Americans are perceived by both White and racial minorities as 
higher in status than Black Americans and Latinx Americans (see appendix A for full pilot data 
summary).  
Materials 
Measures were presented in the same order as they are described here. All measures 
(along with the data and R code for the analyses) can also be found in https://osf.io/z8rh4/. 
Attitudes toward intergroup dialogue (screener questions). As mentioned, the 
intervention is predicted to be relevant to people who are at least open to dialogue as a method of 
bridging group divides, I included screening measures to evaluate participants’ general 
perceptions toward intergroup dialogue. These items were: “Dialogue with members of other 
groups is an effective way to address group issues (e.g., group inequality)” and “Engaging in 
discussions with other groups is useless in resolving conflict” Participants rated their agreements 
with the statements using a 7-point Likert type scale (1-strongly disagree to 7-strongly agree); 
(r=.27). I removed n =10 people who answered in the extremes; participants who indicated a 
strong disagreement (i.e., 1 or strongly disagree on the 7-pt Likert-type scale) with the idea that a 
 
4Analyses of data with n=65 participants removed did not change the pattern of results. Participants who were screened out did 




dialogue is effective in addressing group issues, and participants who firmly considered 
dialogues useless (i.e.,7 or strongly agree on the 7-pt Likert-type scale)5. 
Centrality of group identity. I adapted questions from the Collective Self-esteem Scale 
(Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992) to assess the strength of participants’ identification with their racial 
group. Questions were “Overall, my race/ethnicity has very little to do with how I feel about 
myself (reverse-coded)”, “The racial/ethnic group I belong to is an important reflection of who I 
am”, “Being White/Black is an important reflection of who I am,” and “In general, being 
White/Black is an important part of my self-image."  Participants rated the extent to which they 
agreed or disagreed using a 7-point Likert type scale (1-strongly disagree to 7-strongly agree).  
A composite score was created by averaging across the four items (Cronbach’s α = .90). 
Social Dominance Orientation (SDO). I used the short version of the SDO (Pratto, et 
al., 1994; see appendix) to measure general attitudes toward inequality. Example items include 
“An ideal society requires some groups to be on top and others to be on the bottom’” and “Some 
groups of people are simply inferior to other groups,” rated on a on a 7-point Likert-type scale 
(1- strongly disagree to 7- strongly agree). I obtained a composite measure by calculating an 
average score across the eight items (Cronbach’s α = .87). 
Baseline beliefs regarding malleability of dialogue skills. Participants’ beliefs about 
people’s dialogue skills was measured before and after the intervention. This served as a 
manipulation check to test whether the intervention shifted participants’ beliefs toward 
malleability of dialogue skills. Three questions were adapted from Dweck et al., (1995): “We can 
learn how to communicate with people who are different from us,” “People are either naturally 
 
5Racial groups did not differ significantly in their belief that dialogue is “an effective way to address group issues”, p=.77, d=.03. 
Interestingly, Black participants were significantly more likely to agree that engaging with other groups is “useless in resolving 
conflict”, t(311) = 2.40, p=.02, d=0.27.  
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good at engaging in dialogue with others or they’re not (reverse-coded),” and “Some people have 
a natural ability to communicate with others that others just do not have”. Participants rated their 
level of agreement with these items on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1- strongly disagree to 7- 
strongly agree). I created two composite measures by calculating the mean of the baseline 
mindset items (Cronbach’s α before= 0.22) and the mean of the post-intervention mindset items 
(Cronbach’s αafter = 0.41), with higher scores indicating a higher orientation toward growth 
mindset. 
Intervention (manipulated variable) 
Growth mindset intervention.  A growth mindset was induced by having participants (n 
= 150) read a short scientific article (pilot-tested for believability, see appendix) describing the 
brain activity of individuals engaged in dialogue. The article emphasized the research finding 
that brains are capable of adapting to be more “effective” when communicating with people who 
hold different beliefs. In addition to reading the article, participants were asked to write about 
how they think the message of the essay applied to their lives. They were asked to include an 
example(s) of a time when they initiated a challenging conversation with another person and how 
this influenced their attitudes toward future dialogues. This intervention strategy—of reading an 
article and bolstering the message through a writing step, is similar to the saying-is-believing 
technique (adapted from Aronson, Fried, & Good, 2003; E. Aronson, 1999) and serves to 
strengthen the intervention through participants’ internalization of the message (Yeager et al., 
2016; see Appendix B) 
No intervention/control article. For the control condition (n = 153), I adapted a neutral 
news article used as a control condition stimulus in previous intergroup research (Craig & 
Richeson 2012). This article discussed the differences in information processing between left-
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handedness and red-handedness and makes no mention of intergroup dialogues (see Appendix 
B).  Participants in the control condition wrote about the relevance of the handedness article in 
their own lives (i.e., writing about the differences they see between right and left-handed writers; 
see Appendix C).  
Dialogue intentions 
Intentions to participate in a future dialogue initiative. Two measures were used to 
assess intentions to engage in dialogue. First, a question adapted from Johnson et al., (2009): “In 
communities and universities around the country, and through online forums, facilitated 
dialogues on challenging topics are available for anyone to join, how likely are you to participate 
in a facilitated dialogue on race in the future?” Participants rated their intentions on a 1 (not at all 
likely) to 7 (very likely) scale.  
Dialogue intentions (dichotomous). The second measure was a dichotomous question 
that asked participants to sign up for an ostensible pilot dialogue program. The text shown to 
participants is below:  
“We are piloting an online facilitated dialogue program that would bring together people 
from different groups with the goal of discussing issues on inequality. Please indicate 
below if you are interested in signing up for this initiative. If you are willing to participate 
in this program, we will be contacting you (via your preferred method of contact, to be 
asked at the end of the survey) in the following weeks with further details.” Participants 
were given two choices: yes and no.   
Previous group experience and demographics  
Previous intergroup contact experience. I measured amount of previous outgroup 
contact with two questions adapted from Islam and Hewstone (1993): “How frequently do you 
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engage in conversations with the following racial groups?” (1-Not at all to 7- Very often); and 
“How much experience do you have interacting with the following racial groups?” (White 
Americans; Black Americans; Asian Americans; Latinx Americans; on a scale of 1-None at all 
to 7-A great deal). A variable, outgroup contact, was calculated by averaging group members’ 
previous contact experience with the relevant outgroup. For example, White Americans’ average 
contact with Black Americans, and Black Americans’ average contact with White Americans.  
Political orientation. Political orientation was measured using a 5-point Likert-type 
scale ranging from very liberal (1) to very conservative (5). Participants also indicated whether 
they identified as Democrat, Republican, or Independent.  
Socioeconomic status (SES). Socioeconomic status was measured using two items: a 
question that assessed their level of education, from less than high school (1) degree to a 
professional degree (8) and an item that asked them to indicate their perceived socioeconomic 
standing (from 1- poor to 5 - upper class). The two measures were significantly correlated (r=.38, 
p < .001). I used the perceived socioeconomic standing in all subsequent analyses. 
Preliminary Analyses 
Correlations. Results of inter-construct correlation and descriptive analyses are 
displayed in Table 2. I conducted correlational analyses to examine relationships between 
demographic variables (i.e., political orientation), SDO, previous outgroup contact, and dialogue 
intentions. Political orientation was negatively related to intentions to engage; the more 
conservative the orientation, the lower their likelihood to join a dialogue program in the future 
(r= -.15, p=.010). Outgroup contact was positively related to likelihood to engage in dialogue; 
more contact was associated with higher dialogue intentions, r = .23, p < .001. Finally, social 
dominance orientation was not significantly related to dialogue intentions. 
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Group differences. Independent sample t-tests revealed significant differences between 
the two racial groups in terms of socioeconomic status, with White Americans having higher 
SES (M = 2.78, SD = 0.95) compared to Black Americans (M= 2.51, SD = 0.91; t(301) = 2.53,  
p=.012, d = 0.29). This finding bolsters findings from pilot studies and the wide assumption that 
in terms of social and economic status, White Americans are high status and Black Americans 
are low status.  
White Americans (M= 2.26, SD = 1.11) had significantly higher scores than Black 
Americans (M=1.99, SD = 0.98) on social dominance orientation, t(301) =2.26, p =.025, d = 
0.26. This finding aligns with past research on SDO (Sidanius & Patto, 1999), although scores 
for both groups were significantly below the midpoint (4; ps < .001 for both White and Black 
participants). Consistent with previous research on group identity of racial minorities (see Sellers 
et al., 1998), Black Americans reported higher levels of racial identification (M= 4.84, SD = 
1.53) than White Americans (M= 3.04, SD = 1.45; t(301) = 10.55, p < .001, d = 1.21). 
Black participants had significantly higher outgroup contact (M = 5.54, SD = 1.47) than 
White participants (M =4.52, SD = 1.63; t(301)= 5.69, p < .001, d = 0.65. This finding is 
reasonable when considering that in terms of US population size, White Americans are the 
majority and Black Americans are the statistical minority (See Table 3 for means between status 
groups).  
Intervention groups (control and growth mindset) did not differ on any relevant variable 
(all ps > .05; see Table 4 for means between intervention conditions). 
Group comparisons: correlations. I examined the relationship between centrality of 
group identity and dialogue intentions separately for high and low status groups. Analyzing this 
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association per status group allows for a closer look at how group identification manifests in 
different status contexts, especially as it may vary in both definition and strength between status 
groups. An independent samples t-test showed that Black and White Americans differed 
significantly in terms of salience of their group identity, with Black Americans group identity 
being a more central part of their sense of self compared to White Americans. For White 
Americans, group identity was not significantly related to intentions to join a dialogue program, r 
= -.10, p = .210. On the other hand, Black Americans’ group identity was significantly related to 
their intentions to engage in intergroup dialogue, r = .33, p < .001.This finding is consistent with 
past research demonstrating that especially for racial minorities, a salient racial identification is 
related to a stronger desire to discuss power differences between groups (Study 2; Saguy et al., 
2008). 
Manipulation check (effectiveness of intervention article).  I conducted a 2 (time: pre 
vs post-intervention) × 2 (intervention type: growth mindset vs control) mixed-model ANOVA 
to determine whether participants in the intervention condition endorsed more malleable beliefs 
toward dialogue after reading about growth mindset compared to participants in the control 
condition. The planned contrast of interest pertinent to this hypothesis examines whether the 
difference in the pre and post scores of the intervention group is significantly bigger than the 
difference in the scores of participants in the control condition. 
The interaction between time and intervention type was marginally significant, 
F(1,301)=3.62, p= .058. Simple contrasts revealed a marginal difference between the pre 
(M=4.78, SD= 0.66) and post malleability scores of the intervention group (M=4.87, SD=0.79), 
t(301) = -2.46, p=.068, a difference that was not observed in the pre and post malleability scores 
of the control group (M=4.71, SD= 0.64 and M=4.70, SD = 0.69 for pre and post, respectively). 
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This finding provides evidence for the effectiveness of the intervention: participants who read 
about the brain during dialogue have slightly more malleable views toward engaging in dialogue, 
at least compared to participants in the control condition. 
Data Analysis Plan: Main Results 
ANCOVA. To test the main hypotheses, I conducted an analysis of covariance 
(ANCOVA) with intervention type as a manipulated independent variable with two levels 
(control vs intervention); status as a measured independent variable (Black and White for low 
and high status, respectively); outgroup contact as a covariate, and dialogue intentions as the 
dependent variable. I include outgroup contact in accordance with proper covariate adjustments 
for interaction analyses (Judd & Mclelland, 1989). Specifically, outgroup contact is correlated 
with status (e.g., low status groups having significantly more contact) and dialogue intentions, 
including this variable as a covariate thus adjusts for its potential confounding effect on the 
independent variable (status) when examining the relationship between status × intervention type 
on intentions.  
Assumptions of covariates were established prior to testing the model: outgroup contact 
did not significantly differ between the intervention and control conditions. Additionally, 
regression slopes for outgroup contact and dialogue intentions between the two status groups 
were homogeneous6. 
Binomial logistic regression. A binomial logistic regression was conducted to determine 
whether there was a difference in the likelihood that participants would sign up for a pilot 
dialogue program as a result of the intervention. I coded the control condition as 0, and 
intervention condition as 1; low status (Black) as 0, and high status (White) as 1. Condition and 
 
6 These assumptions for the inclusion of covariates were met for studies 1-3. This data analysis plan thus applies across all three 
experiments in this dissertation.  
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group status (race) were entered as predictors in block 1 with outgroup contact (covariate), and 
the interaction term (condition × race) in block 2. 
Main Results 
Dialogue intentions (continuous measure). Study 1 tested the hypothesis that inducing 
a growth mindset will lead to stronger intentions to engage in dialogue, especially for high status 
groups. Consistent with hypothesis 1, the effect of the intervention condition on intentions was 
significant, F(1,298)=4.41, p=.039, η2 = .014. Participants who read about the brain in dialogue 
(M=4.84, SD=1.75) had higher levels of intention to engage in dialogue compared to those who 
read about left-handedness (M=4.41, SD= 1.80), regardless of status group. (Group status was 
not significantly related to intentions to engage, F(1,298)=2.17, p=.142, η2 = .001; with White 
(M=4.64, SD=0.18) and Black (M=4.61, SD=0.17) group members having similar intention 
levels.)  
Counter to the hypothesis, the interaction between intervention condition and status was 
not significant, F(1,298)=3.10, p=.124, η2 = .01, indicating that effect of the growth mindset 
intervention on participants’ dialogue intentions did not significantly vary as a function of their 
group status. I had hypothesized that the effect of a growth mindset intervention will be more 
salient for high status groups. To test this, I conducted a pairwise test contrasting the difference 
between the control and intervention conditions for both racial groups, with the expectation that 
the difference between control and the intervention condition is predicted to be significant for 
White but not for Black participants. Planned contrast tests revealed a marginally significant 
difference in the level of dialogue intentions between White participants in the control (M=4.27, 
SD=1.85) and intervention (M=5.00, SD=1.73), t(298)=-2.58, p=.051, d= 0.41. In contrast, for 
Black participants, intentions to engage were statistically similar in the control (M=4.56, 
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SD=1.74) and intervention condition (M=4.66, SD=1.77), t(298) = -0.69, p=.901 (see Figure 7). 
Interestingly, baseline intentions of high and low status group members in the control condition 
were not significantly different, t(299) = 1.01, p =.742. 
Dialogue intentions (dichotomous measure). A binomial logistic regression was 
conducted to determine whether there was a difference in the likelihood that participants would 
sign up for a pilot dialogue program as a result of the intervention. The model explained 3.5% of 
the overall variance in group members’ dialogue intentions and was marginally significant, χ2(4) 
= 8.10, p =.088. As expected, outgroup contact was a significant predictor of intentions to 
engage in dialogue, with every unit increase in amount of previous contact corresponding to a 
1.2x increase in the odds of saying yes to a dialogue initiative (B=0.20, SE =0.08, p = .008), 
though both intervention condition and status did not significantly predict participants’ 
likelihood to sign up for dialogue. In other words, Black and White participants were equally 
likely to respond that they would sign up for a dialogue initiative (yes response), regardless of 
whether they received the growth mindset intervention. (Relevant response frequencies are 
displayed in Table 5).  
Study 1 Discussion 
Study 1 aimed to establish the causal effect of the growth mindset intervention on group 
members’ dialogue intentions and the moderating effect of group status. Results provided partial 
support for some, but not all components of the model. A growth mindset intervention increased 
malleability of beliefs toward dialogue; and individuals who received the intervention expressed 
higher dialogue intentions. However, the effect of group status was less clear; the interaction 
between status and the intervention was not significant, though White participants in the 
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intervention condition had significantly higher intentions compared to White participants in the 
control condition—a difference that was not observed for low status groups.  
Study 1 reinforces the common finding from previous intergroup research demonstrating 
that race is a valid proxy for status (Charmaraman & Grossman, 2008; Herman, 2004). White 
and Black Americans differed significantly in measures of objective and perceived status (e.g., 
SES and subjective self-rating, respectively), with White Americans being perceived as the 
higher status group. Moreover, this difference in status was related to distinct levels of attitudes 
toward hierarchy (e.g., SDO), and centrality of group identity. A stronger group identity was 
positively related to dialogue intentions for Black, but not for White Americans. This result 
illuminates the potential role of social identity in situations that emphasize one group’s identity 
in terms of relative position vis-a-vis other groups. For racial minorities, group identity 
encompasses a specific cultural experience (Sellers et al., 1998) and for Black Americans, a 
distinct history of systematic oppression (Allport, 1954; Clark, 1965). Importantly, in part 
because racial minorities are relatively lower status in society, their group identity (of which 
some part of this lower status is rooted in) is a self-concept of which they are always aware. 
Perhaps situations which make this identity more salient such as an intergroup dialogue relates to 
a stronger motivation to discuss inequality in a more definitive way than for White Americans.  
Individuals who read about the brain’s ability to become adept at conversation expressed 
higher intentions to engage in a future dialogue initiative compared to participants who read 
about handedness. This finding is consistent with hypothesis 1 and provides initial evidence that 
a socio-cognitive intervention may be a fruitful avenue to fostering intergroup relations. Previous 
work on implicit theories as applied in the intergroup context focus on how malleability beliefs 
about outgroups foster willingness for intergroup contact (Cohen-Chen et al., 2014; Halperin et 
 36 
al., 2011). The shifting perspective toward outgroup members activates a more positive view or 
emotion (e.g., hope) which mitigates the anticipated difficulty. The current study adds to this 
literature by suggesting another route: the challenge of having a dialogue with an outgroup is 
acknowledged, but by activating a growth mindset toward one’s dialogue skills, the individual 
might feel more ready to engage in this task. Informing group members about the brain’s ability 
to adapt to communication contexts may influence how they view themselves in the dialogue 
domain and can begin to encourage participation in intergroup conversations with that focus on 
disparities.  
 Evidence for the intervention’s nuanced effects as a function of group status was 
equivocal and I interpret the results with caution. The difference in intentions between the 
control and growth mindset conditions was only marginally significant for high status 
participants, whereas it was not significant for low status groups, which suggests that although 
the intervention may have been more effective for high status members, it may not have been 
effective enough. Especially when considering the challenging nature of the interaction, it is 
possible that a threshold must be reached before this latent change in intentions exhibits as a 
concrete commitment to join a dialogue program. 
 High and low status group members in the control condition had similar levels of 
intentions, suggesting that Black and White Americans’ baseline levels of likelihood to engage in 
dialogue were similar. This outcome runs counter to findings from research demonstrating that 
high status groups are less willing than low status groups to partake in intergroup contact (Saguy 
et al., 2008). A possible explanation is that groups may have different levels of willingness, but 
that this difference does not always translate to disparate levels of intentions or likelihood. High 
status group members may be less willing, yet for distinct reasons, still be open to participate in a 
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dialogue to the same level as low status groups. Findings from research on allyship (Reason, 
2007; Sue, 2017) support this idea. White individuals who consider themselves adhering to a 
framework of social justice report being hesitant about engaging in conversations that touch 
upon their advantaged position, though they show a commitment to understanding issues around 
race through conversations with racial minorities. Future research should examine the subtle but 
potentially significant distinctions in how intentions manifests particularly for this population. 
Related to this point is the possibility that the growth mindset intervention may have been 
too “generic”—that is, the article may not have information specific enough to address concerns 
particular to the different groups. For example, low status groups benefit from intergroup 
interactions wherein they can freely give their perspectives and feel heard studies (Bruneau & 
Saxe, 2012; Shnabel & Nadler, 2008). However, the majority of dialogue interventions promote 
perspective-taking (Dovidio et al., 2000; Galinsky & Ku, 2004). It is feasible that low status 
group members read an article about the malleability of one’s dialogue skills and construed it to 
be about listening skills rather than perspective-giving. This interpretation would explain the 
similar scores between low status participants in the control and intervention condition. On the 
other hand, high status group members have a more common experience of being heard and may 
have welcomed the opportunity to become adept at acknowledging another’s perspective. This 
orientation, however, may not have translated to specific knowledge about how to perform their 
role in the dialogue, and thus may not have manifested as a more active approach toward 
dialogue. The current study does not directly test how group members construe the intervention 
article, but future research can examine specific elements of intervention programs that appeal to 
different status groups to better understand how interventions can be effective for both parties. 
Limitations 
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Both low and high status groups hold baseline beliefs that suggest neither a strongly fixed 
nor strongly malleable view toward communication abilities; mean and median scores for beliefs 
toward intergroup dialogue were at the scale midpoint before the intervention. These ratings 
suggest that regardless of group membership, people are not strongly opposed to the idea that 
one can learn to effectively engage in an intergroup dialogue. Malleability scores toward 
dialogue increased only marginally after participants received the growth mindset intervention. 
This finding suggests that the intervention was not effective in engendering a shift toward 
stronger for people who were already receptive to the idea of the brain’s adaptive abilities across 
dialogue contexts. A growth mindset intervention that more clearly outlines not just what the 
brain can do but how it can do it may engender a shift in beliefs that translates more readily to 
actual commitment for dialogue.  
Another explanation centers on the validity of the manipulation check items used to 
measure baseline beliefs and post-intervention beliefs toward dialogue. The items, adapted from 
past studies on growth mindset interventions in the education context, described general 
sentiments of people toward interacting with others. That is, they may not have been nuanced 
enough to accurately capture the shift in beliefs regarding the challenging context of dialogue on 
inequality. An example: participants may have answered affirmatively on the item “Some people 
have a natural ability to communicate with others that others just do not have”, whether or not 
they think that all people, including themselves, have an ability that can be developed, to engage 
in difficult communication. In short, the measure may not have adequately assessed change in 
beliefs (if any) about one’s own ability to learn dialogue skills. I update these measurements in 
Study 2. 
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Finally, another limitation touches on a concern common in social psychological research 
especially in work on socially charged topics (Batson et al., 1978; Heerwig & McCabe, 2009): 
social desirability. When being asked questions about interracial conversations on inequality, 
participants may have engaged in socially desirable responding or answered in “culturally-
sanctioned ways” to obtain or maintain social approval (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964). The nature 
of the research and the sociopolitical context in which it is being conducted may have influenced 
participants to appear more agreeable than they would be normally (i.e., if racial divides are not 
perceived to be as high as they were when data was collected; Pew Research Center, 2020). 
Although Study 1 does not directly test for social desirability, the minimal variance in the 
outcome ratings suggest that a social pressure to answer affirmatively might have been present. 
I address these limitations in Study 2. To reduce the likelihood of socially desirable 
responding, I updated the wording for the main outcome measures to invoke the difficulty of an 
intergroup summary on inequality. Further, continuous slider scales rather than discrete Likert-
type rating scales were used to capture the nuances of the primary outcome. Previous research 
shows that ceiling effects or minimal variance is mitigated by using continuous scales 
(Voutilainen et al., 2015). Especially when measuring a latent construct (intentions) for a novel 
behavior (intergroup discussion), a slider scale may allow for more precise measurement. These 
changes allowed for more nuanced assessment to address potential socially desirable responding.  
Distinct processes may be involved in believing that one can learn skills in a specific 
domain to deciding to engage in that domain. That is, going from activating a malleable mindset 
to engaging in a dialogue may involve multiple discrete steps. For example, having a behavioral 
script reduced unease for White participants in interracial interactions (Avery et al., 2009). To 
provide a sufficient and more specific bridge for the gap between baseline willingness and a 
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concrete commitment, Study 2 includes a measure that touches on a potentially intermediate step 
between a malleable mindset toward dialogue and signing up to participate. Participants are 
asked their intentions to sign up for a program that would teach skills to effectively engage with 
an outgroup member.  
Summary  
Overall, Study 1 sought to establish the effect of the intervention on group members’ 
intentions to engage in dialogue. High and low status groups differed in their attitudes toward 
hierarchies (e.g., inequality) and the frequency with which they interacted with outgroups. 
Further, they differed significantly in the salience of their group identity, which was associated 
with dialogue intentions for Black but not White Americans. These findings provide support to 
the model’s assumption that status groups are at different psychological positions; this difference 
in turn may influence dialogue-related outcomes. Individuals who received the growth mindset 
intervention had slightly more malleable views toward dialogue and were more likely to join a 
dialogue program, though contrary to hypothesis, this did not vary as a function of group 
membership. In Study 2, I aimed for a cleaner test of the Study 1 hypotheses through the 
inclusion of a more concrete (e.g., intermediate) measure of intentions to engage in future 
intergroup dialogue, and the use of measurement scales that are better able to detect variance. 
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Chapter 3: Study 2 
 
The goal of Study 2 was to examine the potential pathways through which the 
intervention enhances behavioral intentions to engage in intergroup dialogue. Of note, because 
the moderating effect of group status was not established in Study 1, Study 2 again sought to 
establish whether the intervention effects are significantly more salient for high compared to low 
status groups. Additionally, Study 2 included scales for the proposed mediators: self-efficacy and 
intergroup anxiety. In addition to the hypotheses from Study 1, the mediation hypotheses for 
Study 2 are: 
 H3a: Anxiety will mediate the relationship between the intervention and dialogue 
intentions as moderated by group status. A growth mindset intervention will reduce group 
members’ anxiety compared to the control condition, with this reduction varying as a function of 
group status. Lower anxiety will lead to higher dialogue intentions.  
H3b: Self-efficacy will mediate the intervention ´ group status to dialogue pathway. 
Specifically, a growth mindset intervention will increase group members’ self-efficacy 
compared to the control condition, with this increase varying as a function of group status and 
resulting in higher dialogue intentions.  
Method 
Participants 
I recruited N=350 participants through Prolific Academy in the Fall of 2019. Criteria for 
selection was similar to Study 1: US residents aged 20 and above, who self-identify as either 
White or Black American. I eliminated data from N=28 people: 20 people failed the attention 
checks, 5 people did not find the article believable, and 3 people opted to exclude their data from 
analyses.  
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I removed an additional 15 participants who indicated extreme responses to three pre-
intervention measures, indicating that they hold extreme attitudes about dialogue (i.e., strongly 
believed that dialogue is futile). The final sample included N= 307 participants (58% female, 
Mage = 36, SD=13), comprising 147 Black Americans and 160 White Americans. The sample was 
predominantly liberal (62% identified as liberal or very liberal); with the majority of participants 
identifying as working class (38%) or middle class (35%). Table 6 shows a summary of 
participant demographics.  
Procedure  
Study 2 was a preregistered study with the Open Science Framework 
(https://osf.io/76bwm).  Procedures were similar to Study 1. After consenting to participate, 
participants were told that they would be completing two unrelated studies. The first study was 
introduced to participants as a reading comprehension assessment. They first answered a 
questionnaire that included the screening measures, and measures of group identity and social 
dominance orientation (Pratto et al., 1994). Afterwards, they were randomly assigned to receive 
either the control article or the article on dialogue skills (growth mindset dialogue) and instructed 
to complete the follow-up writing task. Additionally, they answered questions on the 
persuasiveness and clarity of the written material they had read. 
Participants received a link for the ostensible second study, which was introduced as a 
study on dialogue and interracial interactions. They answered a questionnaire that included 
measures of anxiety and self-efficacy regarding their skills in engaging in an intergroup dialogue. 
They were then presented with an option to join two dialogue-related activities: a program that 
aims to teach dialogue skills, and a future intergroup dialogue on race. Participants were asked to 
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indicate their motivation and intention to participate in each activity. Upon completion of the 
survey, participants were thanked and compensated $1.75 for their time.   
Materials 
Study 2 measures were similar to Study 1, with the exception of measures I edited to 
address the previous experiment’s limitations, as described below. For the intervention, I used 
the same articles for both the control (n = 150) and growth mindset (n= 157) condition.  
Screening measures 
The preintervention measures were intended to screen-out people who held extreme 
attitudes toward dialogue. In short, people who perceived dialogue to be futile, or view 
discussions with members of different groups as ineffective. Participants indicated their level of 
agreement with the following items on a 1 (strongly disagree) through 7 (strongly agree) Likert-
type scale (r=.45): “I personally believe that dialogue with people who are different from me is 
useless in improving relations”, and “I feel that having discussions with members of other racial 
groups, even when difficult, is an effective way to address issues of race.” I eliminated data of 
respondents who answered strongly agree to the statement about the futility of dialogue or 
strongly disagreed that dialogue was an effective way to address intergroup issues. As previously 
mentioned, the intervention is hypothesized to apply to people who do not hold extremely 
negative views toward dialogue. 
Centrality of group identity. Salience of participants’ group identity were assessed 
using the same questions from Study 1 (α = 0.90). 
Social dominance orientation. Participants’ general attitudes toward group inequality 
were measures using the SDO-short scale (Pratto et al., 1994; α=0.88). 
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Manipulation check items. After reading the scientific article (intervention or control) 
participants were given questions that assessed their beliefs regarding dialogues as learning 
opportunities. The items were “I personally believe that difficult discussions can be a chance for 
me to acquire communication skills”, “Personally, I feel that dialogues with people different 
from me are opportunities for growth”, and “I feel that conversing with people from outside my 
group can be a learning opportunity”, rated on a 1 (strongly disagree) - 7 (strongly agree) Likert-
type scale; α = 0.80. 
Proposed mediators. 
Intergroup anxiety.  Intergroup anxiety was measured using four emotion items 
embedded in a longer list of emotion words adapted from Stephan & Stephan (1985). 
Participants indicated the extent they were feeling the following emotions: “apprehensive”, 
“anxious”, “nervous”, and “uncertain” when anticipating a dialogue on racial inequality with a 
person from another race (rated on a 1 = not at all to 7 = very/extremely slider scale; see 
appendix for full scale). A composite score was created by averaging scores across the four 
affect words (α =0.91).  
As an additional, and more directed measure of intergroup anxiety, participants were also 
asked the extent to which they agree or disagree (1- strongly disagree to 7- strongly agree) with 
the following statements: “I am anxious about doing well in a dialogue on race with a 
White/Black person,” “When thinking about discussing race with a White/Black person, I am 
anxious about being misunderstood,” and “When thinking about discussing race with a Black 
person, I am nervous that they will think I'm prejudiced.” Scores across the four items were 
averaged to create a composite measure (α =0.88 for White participants, and α =0.77 for Black 
participants). 
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Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy items were adapted from Fan and Mak (1998) and Mazziota 
et al., (2010) to assess whether reading about one’s ability to acquire communication skills 
induced a more efficacious expectancy toward dialogue in general. Items were: “I can acquire 
the skills to effectively engage in a dialogue on race with someone from a different racial group,” 
“I am confident that I can learn how to discuss challenging topics with people outside my own 
group,” “I know that I can improve my communication skills in interactions with people from 
other groups.” and “I feel capable of talking about race with a White/Black person.” Items were 
rated on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 =strongly agree). A composite score 
comprising average scores from the items was created (α = 0.87).  
Dialogue intentions 
To measure intentions to engage in dialogue, participants were asked four questions: two 
questions measured intentions to participate in a program that taught communication skills, 
particularly skills to engage in difficult conversations. An additional two questions asked 
participants to indicate their motivation to join a facilitated dialogue program to in order to 
discuss relevant issues with members of other racial groups.  
Intentions to engage in skill-building pilot program (r = .65). Participants were given 
the following questions: 
1. We are piloting a program that aims to teach skills for engaging in discussions with people from 
different racial backgrounds. The program will be online and will include real-life examples and 
what-if scenarios of discussions on a variety of topics (e.g., race, religion). Details about this 
initiative are available at the end of the study. Please indicate your likelihood in participating 
(slider scale from 1-7). 
 
2. How interested are you to build up your dialogue skills in order to effectively engage in a 
discussion with someone from another racial group? (measured on a slider scale ranging from 1- 
not at all interested to 7 – very interested) 
 
Intentions to engage in an online facilitated dialogue. To address the potential social 
desirability evoked by a question that encourages positive intergroup relations, a short statement 
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was included to remind participants of the difficulty (i.e. uncertainty) of interracial dialogue. 
Participants were then asked to indicate their motivation and intention to join an intergroup 
discussion on racial inequality in the future. 
Even for well-intentioned people, dialogue with members of other groups (e.g., interracial 
discussions) are hard. Also, there are no clear guarantees whether the discussions will be 
productive or whether relationships will improve because of the discussion.  
 
Nevertheless, in communities around the country and online, facilitated intergroup dialogues are 
available for anyone to join. How motivated are you to participate in a dialogue on race in the 




Correlations. As with Study 1, I conducted a series of Pearson r correlational analyses to 
explore relationships between the outcome variable (intention to join a dialogue program), 
demographic variables, and SDO (see Table 7). Dialogue intentions were not significantly 
related to political orientations or social dominance orientation. Similar to Study 1, previous 
outgroup contact was positively related to likelihood to join a dialogue program.  
Group differences. Differences between Black and White Americans for Study 2 
mirrored those found in Study 1:  White participants reported a higher SES (M = 2.83, SD = 
0.99) compared to Black participants (M= 2.38, SD = 0.90; t(305) = 4.15,  p < .001, d = 0.47) 
and scored significantly higher on SDO (M= 2.20, SD = 1.21 versus M= 1.82, SD = 0.86 for 
White and Black Americans, respectively; t(305) =3.11, p =.002, d = 0.36; see Table 8).  
Congruent with previous findings, Black Americans reported significantly higher levels 
of racial identification (M= 5.27, SD = 1.31 versus M= 2.87, SD = 1.46; t(305) = 15.14, p < .001, 
d = 1.73) and had significantly higher outgroup contact (M = 5.14, SD = 1.60 and M =4.38, SD = 
1.70; t(305)= 4.01, p < .001, d = 0.46) than White Americans.  
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Intervention groups (control and growth mindset) did not differ significantly on any 
variable (all ps > .05; see Table 9 for marginal means and standard deviations)  
Group comparisons: correlations. The two racial groups differed starkly on centrality 
of group identity, as evidenced by the significant t-test and large effect size (and different 
distributions). Similar to Study 1, I conducted exploratory correlational analyses that looked at 
the association between strength of group identity and dialogue intentions. For White 
participants, salience of group identity was significantly related to dialogue intentions (r=.21, 
p=.009); this relationship was marginally significant for Black participants (r=.14, p = .092).  
Manipulation check. An independent samples t-test showed no significant difference 
between participants who read the article on left-handedness and those who read the intervention 
article. Participants who read about the brain’s ability to adapt during challenging conversations 
(M=5.92, SD =0.87) were equally likely to endorse a growth mindset toward intergroup dialogue 
as those in the control condition who read about handedness (M=5.91, SD=0.95). Notably, means 
in both conditions were significantly above the scale midpoint (4.00; p < .001). Moreover, 
endorsement of a growth mindset was significantly correlated with intentions to join a dialogue 
skills program (r =.39, p < .001) and intentions to engage in a dialogue program (r =.35, p 
< .001), indicating that viewing difficult dialogue as a task that one can learn (and master) is 
associated with higher intentions to commit to dialogue-related tasks. 
Data Analysis Plan for Main Results 
ANCOVA. Similar to Study 1, I conducted analyses of covariance (ANCOVA) to test 
the main hypotheses with intervention type as a manipulated independent variable with two 
levels (control vs intervention); status as a measured independent variable (Black and White for 
low and high status, respectively); and outgroup contact as a covariate. Intentions to sign up for a 
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skills workshop and intentions to join a dialogue initiative were entered as dependent variables in 
separate ANCOVA models.    
Moderated-mediation analyses. In addition to the analyses of variance, I test the 
moderated-mediation model that was proposed in Figure 1. I fitted the data in the proposed 
intervention model in SPSS using the PROCESS macro package (Model 8; Hayes, 2019). 
Intervention conditions were coded 0 (control) and 1 (growth mindset intervention) and entered 
as the independent variable (X). Status/race was coded as 0 (White) and 1 (Black Americans) and 
entered as the moderator (W). Anxiety and self-efficacy were entered as mediators (M; in 
separate models). Level of intention for the dialogue initiative was entered as the dependent 
variable (Y). Direct and indirect effects were estimated with a bias-corrected 95% confidence 
intervals from 10,000 bootstrap resampling. 
Main results 
Intentions to engage in dialogue. 
Join a dialogue skills program. I conducted a 2 (intervention type: control versus 
growth mindset) ´ 2 (group status: low versus high) ANCOVA (covariate: outgroup contact) to 
examine differences in intentions to participate in a dialogue skills workshop as a function of 
group status and intervention received. There was a main effect of race: regardless of 
intervention condition, White participants (M = 4.90 SD = 1.57) expressed significantly higher 
intentions to join a workshop that teaches dialogue skills compared to Black participants (M = 
4.52, SD = 1.58), F(1,301) = 4.49, p = .037. Contrary to the hypothesis, participants in the 
growth mindset condition (M = 4.66 SD = 1.64) did not have significantly stronger intentions to 
sign up for a skills program compared to participants in the control condition (M = 4.77, SD = 
1.50). Further, the interaction between intervention type and status was not significant, F(1,302) 
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= 0.69, p=0.406 (see Figure 8); pairwise comparisons between White participants in the control 
versus those in the intervention condition also showed no differences. Planned comparisons to 
test differences between control and intervention conditions for each racial group were also not 
significant.  
Join a facilitated intergroup dialogue. Intervention type did not have a significant 
effect on participants’ intentions to join a dialogue on racial inequality, F(1,302)=0.26, p=0.613; 
with the growth mindset group (M=4.10 SD = 1.82) and control group (M=4.19, SD= 1.73) 
having similar levels of dialogue intentions. Similarly, Black (M=4.25, SD = 1.75) and White 
participants (M=4.04, SD=1.79) were not significantly different in their intentions to engage in 
dialogue. Finally, the interaction between intervention type and status was not significant, 
F(1,302) = 0.58, p=0.446, nor were the planned comparisons significant. 
Mediation analyses. I had hypothesized that anxiety and self-efficacy would mediate the 
relationship between a growth mindset intervention and dialogue intentions relationship. As 
stated above however, the critical pathway between a growth mindset intervention and intentions 
to engage in dialogue was not met. Though the intervention was related to anxiety, anxiety was 
not related to dialogue intentions. The mediation analyses were conducted but results are not 
interpreted here (though see Table 10 and 12 for full model coefficients). I summarize the initial 
pathways (e.g., intervention ´ status à anxiety/self-efficacy) for both mediators.  
Anxiety. Anxiety was measured using a general affect scale and a more specific 
intergroup anxiety scale. The second, more specific measure was deemed a closer approximation 
to intergroup anxiety, as items specifically asked about dialogue with a person of another race. 
Indeed, means for the general anxiety measure (M=3.04, SD = 1.63) had a significantly positive 
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skew and were significantly lower than those for the specific measure (M=3.88, SD = 1.64; 
t(306)=9.97, p < .001). I report results for the more specific measure in subsequent analyses.  
Status was a significant predictor of anxiety, (B = -1.12, SE= 0.26, p <.001), with White 
participants being more anxious than Black participants, regardless of intervention condition. 
The interaction of intervention type ´ status was significant, B = -0.80 SE= 0.36, p =.03. Further 
examining the simple contrasts showed that the difference in anxiety between White participants 
in the control and intervention condition was significant, t(303) = 2.69, p = .038; with 
participants in the intervention condition having significantly lower anxiety relative to 
participants in the control condition. In contrast, Black participants had similar anxiety levels 
regardless of condition (see Table 11 for marginal means). 
Self-efficacy. Neither condition nor status were significant predictors of self-efficacy, 
although self-efficacy was positively related to dialogue intentions (B=.49, SE = 0.10  p < .001).  
Of note, distributions of self-efficacy scores were left-skewed, with median scores consistently 
significantly above the midpoint, implying that participants, regardless of intervention condition 
or status group, felt highly capable of learning how to engage in inequality dialogues with other 
groups (see Table 13 for marginal means and standard deviations). 
Study 2 Discussion 
Study 2 sought to replicate the effect of a growth mindset intervention on dialogue 
intentions from Study 1 and to examine an affective and cognitive mechanism through which this 
effect occurs. The growth mindset intervention did not result in higher intentions to engage in 
dialogue with the outgroup, regardless of group status. The causal association between 
intervention and intentions was not established, and it was not necessary to interpret the 
mediation analyses. In this section, I discuss results that supported assumptions of the 
 51 
hypotheses, and findings that both supported and diverged form Study 1. I elucidate potential 
reasons and interpretations of the intervention’s non-significant effect in relation to the 
theoretical model.  
White Americans in the control condition had significantly higher anxiety compared to 
Black participants in the same condition. If we construe the control condition as reflecting the 
default state of group members, this finding aligns with past research demonstrating a higher 
anxiety for White participants when thinking about intergroup interactions (Trawalter & 
Richeson, 2008). Further, the difference in White participants’ anxiety levels in the control and 
intervention condition was significant; with those in the intervention condition having lower 
anxiety relative to their control condition counterparts. A probable explanation is that learning 
about the brain’s ability to improve and writing about their own dialogue experiences alleviated 
this anxiety. More broadly, this finding supports the notion that although two parties may be at 
different emotional positions when anticipating an interaction, it is possible to address negative 
emotions that may deter individuals from pursuing challenging intergroup tasks (Borgella et al., 
2019; Schultz et al., 2015).  
Differences between status groups. Black and White Americans differed significantly 
in their amount of previous outgroup contact, their attitudes toward hierarchy, and in the salience 
of their group identity. These findings align with results from Study 1, further strengthening the 
assumption that status begets distinct behaviors and self-perceptions.  
As with Study 1, salience of group identity was positively related to dialogue intentions 
for Black participants. Interestingly, the same significant relationship was observed for White 
participants. This finding might have emerged because of the more “pragmatic” framing for the 
primary outcome. Recall that I had included a blurb at the top of the page iterating the difficulty 
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of an interracial discussion even for well-intentioned people. Perhaps highly identified White 
Americans were influenced by this phrasing as they indicated their motivation for dialogue. 
Nonetheless, an interesting implication arises from considering the positive relationship of 
identity centrality and dialogue intentions for high status groups. For them, having a salient white 
identity may imply that they are able to address what their skin color represents (e.g., status and 
privilege) in the United States. Moreover, this awareness may signify the development of a 
critical consciousness that moves beyond a sense of guilt typical among many White Americans 
(Giroux, 1997; Steele, 1990) to a sense of agency around issues of race. The positive association 
to motivation to engage in interracial dialogue might evidence that a deeper understanding of 
whiteness is crucial to feel ready to discuss inequality using a racial framework (Reason, 1997).  
 White participants had significantly higher intentions than Black participants to sign up 
for a workshop that taught dialogue skills regardless of intervention type. I present a possible 
reason and interpretation for this finding. First, when considering the status groups, the idea of a 
skills workshop to learn effective communication may be more relevant to high status group 
members, whom findings suggest are more anxious before interracial discussions. This reason 
aligns with the plausible interpretation of this finding—that a skills workshop might be a more 
“manageable” step especially for White Americans. In addition to recognizing that people can be 
adept in their dialogue skills, knowing how to develop those skills seems like a logical 
intermediate act. On the other hand, Black participants, whom results show have significantly 
more outgroup contact experience may perceive themselves as relatively well-versed, or at least 
ready to engage in inequality dialogue without first attending a workshop on effective 
communication skills.  
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Finally, contrary to the hypotheses and findings from Study 1, the intervention did not 
shift group members’ mindsets toward dialogue, nor did it lead to an increase in intentions to 
join a dialogue initiative. I offer two explanations for this result. First, asking the transitional 
question about the dialogue workshop may have ostensibly lowered intentions for an actual 
dialogue on inequality. In short, indicating commitment for an easier but similarly relevant 
action might have reduced one’s tendency to undertake another, arguably more challenging act. 
Evidence in support of this argument includes significantly lower average scores for the dialogue 
question compared to the skills workshop question (M = 4.14, SD=1.77 versus M=4.71, SD= 
1.57; t(306)= 8.65, p < .001). This interpretation is in line with slacktivism (Rotman et al., 2011), 
which states that performing a low-risk, low-cost activist behavior (e.g., online behavior) leads to 
lower motivation to actively engage in “real” civic actions. Perhaps signing up for an online 
workshop made participants feel less compelled to commit to an actual interracial discussion.  
Another explanation considers the broader finding that Studies 1 and 2 diverged in terms 
of the primary outcome. The intervention had a significant effect on dialogue intentions for 
Study 1 but not for Study 2. These mixed results underlie the importance of understanding when 
and how interventions can produce robust and replicable effects. Specifically, it is worthwhile to 
take into account barriers associated with intergroup situations and how different interventions 
address these. Recall that previous interventions in conflict reduction focus on promoting 
malleable beliefs toward members of the other group or toward characteristics of deep-rooted 
conflict. These programs reduce macro and meso-level barriers (Ron et al., 2017). The current 
intervention addresses a barrier at the micro-level: one’s beliefs about their abilities to engage in 
dialogue, which was predicted to boost intentions through reducing anxiety and increasing self-
efficacy. There was support for the growth mindset intervention being related to lower anxiety 
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(though not to higher self-efficacy) though lower anxiety did not translate to a boost in 
intentions. Perhaps factors at other levels are similarly important and may be more urgent, and 
the effectiveness of interventions may be related to addressing the most significant ones that 
group members face. Indeed, barriers pertaining to perceptions toward one’s dialogue partner or 
the outgroup may be the more salient ones in an intergroup or interpersonal context. 
Interventions that address barriers at multiple levels (i.e., acknowledging group-level and 
structural-level inequalities) may thus be more effective in fostering dialogue.   
Limitations 
When considering factors that facilitate a shift from contemplation to intentions, the 
timing when the cognitive or behavioral change is measured post-intervention is crucial. For 
example, capturing individuals’ change in intentions in the form of a commitment, such as 
signing up for a dialogue, might yield more definitive outcomes when measured immediately 
after the intervention. That is, the process of thinking about one’s emotions and abilities might 
have weakened or counter the tenuous effect of the growth mindset intervention, such that 
anxiety reduction did not translate to higher dialogue intentions. A related reason is participant 
fatigue, which may have diminished participants’ attention and interest. I address this limitation 
in Study 3 by streamlining the questions to facilitate participants’ experience. In particular, I 
moved the group identity measure and social dominance orientation measure to the end of the 
survey and eliminated the general anxiety scale. This serves to minimize the time between the 
delivery of the intervention and the measurement of intention.  
A final limitation concerns the operationalization of the outcome measure. Despite 
changes to the question wording (e.g., addition of a “warning blurb”) and response scale (e.g., 
from Likert-type to slider scale), variance of intention scores remained small, with most 
 55 
participants, regardless of race or condition, scoring slightly above midpoint. This may signal 
socially desirable responding as was argued in Study 1, or a bias to acquiesce especially as the 
measures ask about intentions without a requisite concrete action. Study 3 addresses this possible 
limitation by asking participants to sign up for dialogue with a partner and then assessing 
whether they will actually “enter” the discussion room. Additionally, I presented a dialogue 
program option that included picking as many time slots they would prefer to join a future 
facilitated dialogue initiative. A less abstract commitment that requires a more proximal 
investment of their time may more accurately reflect the requisite level of intention one must 
have to pursue a dialogue on inequality. This reasoning aligns with Construal Level Theory 
(Trope & Liberman, 2003), which states that psychologically distant situations may be less 
relevant than more urgent, concrete conditions.  
Study 2 Summary 
Study 2 sought to more clearly illuminate the foundational premise of the intervention 
model: the effect of a growth mindset intervention on individuals’ dialogue intentions, 
particularly for high status groups. Additionally, I test the pathway through which the 
intervention was expected to work by measuring anxiety and self-efficacy. Findings provided 
support for some components of the model. For example, there was evidence for the differential 
baseline positions of status groups in the dialogue context. As with Study 1, status groups 
differed in their social dominance orientation, their previous outgroup contact experience, and in 
the salience of their group identity. Moreover, high status groups were more anxious when 
thinking about discussions of inequality. Consistent with predictions, a growth mindset 
intervention significantly mitigated this anxiety. Study 2 thus provided evidence that the 
intervention lowers anxiety for high status groups, though this ultimately did not lead to an 
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observable change in intentions for dialogue-related behaviors (regardless of group status). In the 
final study, I test the model using outcome measures that requires participants to quantify their 
commitment to dialogue. These measures capture both proximal and distal intentions to more 
clearly determine the conditions in which the intervention model is effective.  
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Chapter 4: Study 3 
 
Study 3 extends the previous studies by testing the intervention model using behavioral 
outcomes. Importantly, these measures more closely reflect the intervention’s intended course of 
action outside the laboratory. Beyond establishing external validity, Study 3 tests the model with 
a different low status group, Latinx Americans. Latinx Americans are the largest ethnic minority 
group in the United States (18% of the total US population; US Census, 2019) with a history 
distinct from other US racial and ethnic minority groups. However, economic status and 
perceived social standing of the two racial groups are comparable, and Latinx Americans are 
seen as similarly lower in status than White Americans (Wilkinson, 2015; Zou & Cheryan, 
2017).  
Participants 
Four hundred twenty White or Latinx Americans were recruited from Prolific Academy 
to participate in a two-study research project on science and conversations. For Study 3, 
participants also had to have previously indicated their consent to participate in a live interaction 
through video chat (this is a pre-screening option in Prolific Academy). This last requirement 
serves to enhance the believability of the study’s cover story (i.e., on intergroup interactions). I 
eliminated data from participants who failed attention checks (n = 27), ten people who stated that 
they did not think the article was real, and two participants who opted not have their data 
included, and data from 15 participants who did not indicate their race.  
Similar to Studies 1 and 2, I asked participants about their attitudes toward dialogue, and 
eliminated data of 12 people who had extremely negative views (e.g., thought that dialogue was 
useless and always ineffective). As with Study 2, I removed data from participants who strongly 
agreed (scored 7) with the statement, “Dialogue with people who are different from me is useless 
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in improving relations”, or strongly disagreed (scored 1) with the statement “I feel that 
discussions with other racial groups, although difficult, is an effective way to address race 
issues.” (r =.56). The final sample size was N = 371 (Mage =34.04 SD = 12.01; 46% female; n = 
167 Latinx, n = 204 White Americans). As with Studies 1 and 2, the sample skewed liberal 
(62%) and working (33%) to middle class (43%; see Table 14 for demographic summary). As 
with Studies 1 and 2, the final sample was compared to the excluded participants. There were no 
demographic differences on the two key predictor variables; race and intervention condition.  
Procedure 
Experiment 3 was a pre-registered study with the Open Science Framework: 
https://osf.io/sdcp3. Procedures were similar to Studies 1 and 2. Participants were recruited from 
the Prolific platform to participate in an online study. They were randomized to receive either the 
growth mindset intervention (n= 183) or the article about left-handedness (control condition; n = 
199). Afterwards, they continued on to another ostensibly unrelated study about conversations. 
Participants were informed that they would have the option of participating in a dialogue about 
racial inequality with a participant of another race. They first answered questions about 
interracial dialogue (e.g., anxiety and self-efficacy) and then indicated their motivation to engage 
in the intergroup dialogue. They then indicated their choice of entering the chat room to begin 
the discussion with another (cross-race) participant or move to the end of the survey. Participants 
were also asked to indicate their intentions to sign up for a future dialogue program that the 
researchers were piloting. Upon completion of the dialogue measures and the final demographic 





Demographics and measure of individual variables. All demographic variables from 
Studies 1 and 2 were also collected in Study 3. This includes political orientation (1 – very 
conservative to 5 – very liberal), social dominance orientation (Cronbach’s α = .87), and 
centrality of group identity (Cronbach’s α = .91).  
Anxiety and self-efficacy. I used the same intergroup anxiety (Cronbach’s α = .88), self-
efficacy measures (Cronbach’s α = .87), and manipulation check items (Cronbach’s α = 0.83) 
from Study 2. 
Dialogue intentions (r = .74). Intentions to engage in intergroup dialogue were assessed 
in two ways: a question that invited participants to engage in an intergroup discussion now, and 
another one that assessed their commitment to participate in a dialogue initiative in the future.  
Intentions for dialogue (with another participant). Participants were first asked to 
indicate their intentions to engage in a dialogue with a fellow respondent from another racial 
group:   
As previously mentioned, you have the opportunity to participate now in a short chat with another 
participant. We will match you with another survey-taker who is currently online, and a 
moderator from the research team will facilitate a short discussion on a race-related issue. This 
will take about 5 minutes. Indicate your intentions to participate in an online chat using the slider 
below: (1-not at all interested to 7 – very interested).  
 
After reading this, participants indicated whether they would like to continue with the 
interracial dialogue (yes/no) or move on to the next section of the survey.  
 
Intentions to participate in a future dialogue initiative. I assessed participants’ dialogue 
intentions by presenting them the option to sign up for an ostensible dialogue initiative that will 
start in the following months. I first ask them about their intentions to join the initiative:  
We also have a dialogue initiative in the next few months and would like to evaluate potential 
interest for the program. The online discussions will be moderated by trained facilitators and will 
be about 30 minutes. Please indicate your intentions to participate in this dialogue initiative (1- 
not at all interested to 7- very interested).  
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Afterwards, I presented them with the following text:  
As mentioned, we are testing an online dialogue initiative in the next few months and would like 
to evaluate potential interest. The discussions will be moderated by trained facilitators and will 
last ~30 minutes.  
  
If you are interested in participating, pick a block of time below depending on your availability. 
You may pick as many blocks of time slots as you wish. Detailed procedures will be available in 
a link at the end of the survey. 
 
You will have the option to indicate your time zone later, and someone from the research team 
will follow-up to determine a specific day and time. 
 
Participants were able to choose up to 7 time slots (for all days of the week) or else 
indicate that they were not interested in signing up for a dialogue program. For each, I counted 
the timeslots chosen, with higher time slots indicating stronger intentions to engage in dialogue.  
Preliminary Results 
Correlations. Correlations and descriptive statistics for relevant constructs are displayed 
in Table 15. For Latinx and White Americans in Study 3, social dominance orientation was 
significantly related to dialogue intentions (now and in the future), with people lower in SDO 
expressing higher dialogue intentions. As with the previous studies, outgroup contact was 
marginally positively related to intentions to engage in a dialogue with another participant and 
significantly related to intentions to sign up for a dialogue initiative. Political orientation was 
negatively related to both dialogue measures, with a more liberal orientation associated with 
higher intentions.   
Group differences. Differences between Latinx and White Americans were congruent to 
those found between Black and White Americans. Specifically, White participants reported a 
higher SES (M = 2.84, SD = 0.88) than Latinx (M= 2.51, SD = 0.77; t(365) = 3.71,  p < .001, d = 
0.39); further supporting the assumption that racial group is a valid proxy for status (at least in 
terms of economic and social status). As expected, Latinx had a more salient group identity (M= 
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4.49, SD = 1.68 vs M= 2.80, SD = 1.40 for Latinx and White participants respectively; t(369) = 
10.56, p < .001, d = 1.10) and had significantly higher outgroup contact (M = 5.39, SD = 1.61 
and M =4.65, SD = 1.73; t(368)= 4.25, p < .001, d = 0.44) compared to White Americans. 
Interestingly, racial groups did not differ in terms of social dominance orientation, with both 
groups scoring significantly below midpoint (see Table 16). Intervention groups (control and 
growth mindset) did not differ on any relevant variable (all ps > .05; see Table 17)  
Group comparisons: correlations. As with Studies 1 and 2, there was a difference 
between high and low status groups in terms of salience of group identity, with the lower status 
group, this time Latinx participants, having significantly higher levels of group identification 
compared to White Americans. A closer exploration of how this difference manifested in 
association with dialogue intentions yielded unexpected results: centrality of group identity was 
not significantly related to either measure of dialogue intentions for both Latinx ((r =.04, p 
= .665; r =.14, p = .082) and White participants (r = .001, p = .998). I offer interpretations of this 
finding in the discussion section.  
Manipulation check. The intervention did not result in significantly different attitudes 
toward intergroup dialogue, with participants in the control (M= 6.00 SD = 0.84) and 
intervention condition (M = 6.00, SD =0.86) having similarly positive views toward intergroup 
interactions as learning opportunities. Distributions for both intervention conditions were 
negatively skewed with means significantly different from the scale midpoint (4.00; ps < .001). 
As with previous studies, endorsement of a growth mindset was significantly correlated with 
intentions to participate in a cross-race discussion about racial issues (r =.31, p < .001) and 
intentions to join a future initiative (r =.23, p < .001). 
 
 62 
Data Analysis Plan 
ANCOVA. Analyses of covariance (ANCOVA) were conducted to test the main 
hypotheses with intervention type as the independent variable status as a subject variable, and 
outgroup contact as a covariate. Intentions to engage in a dialogue with another participant (of a 
different race) and intentions to join a dialogue initiative were entered as dependent variables in 
separate ANCOVA models.    
Binomial logistic regression (dichotomous responses). Responses for engaging in a 
dialogue with another participant (yes or no) were analyzed using binomial logistic regression. 
As with Study 1, I coded the control condition as 0, and intervention condition as 1; low status 
(Latinx) as 0, and high status (White Americans) as 1. Condition, group status, and outgroup 
contact (covariate) were entered as predictors in block 1, and the interaction term (condition × 
status) in block 2. 
Negative binomial regression (for count data: timeslots). In addition to the ANCOVA 
and mediation analyses, Study 3 included count data (number of timeslots chosen for dialogue 
intentions). The proper analyses for count data involve conducting a Poisson regression or 
negative binomial regression. I first examined the data to see whether assumptions for running a 
Poisson regression are met. A key criterion for this analysis is equidispersion: the mean and 
variance of the dependent variable have to be equal (or close in value). Data for the dialogue 
intentions revealed overdispersion (M=1.83; variance = 4.61) and thus a negative binomial 
regression was deemed the better model fit. Block 1 included condition and race as factors and 
outgroup contact as a covariate, and block 2 included the condition ´ race interaction term. 
Number of timeslots was entered as the dependent variable. 
 63 
Moderated-mediation analyses. Similar to Study 2, I tested the moderated-mediation 
model that was proposed in Figure 1. Intervention conditions were coded 0 (control) and 1 
(growth mindset intervention) and entered as the independent variable (X). Status/race was coded 
as 0 (White) and 1 (Latinx) and entered as the moderator (W). Anxiety and self-efficacy were 
entered as mediators (M; in separate models). Intentions for the dialogue initiative was entered as 
the dependent variable (Y). Direct and indirect effects were estimated with a bias-corrected 95% 
confidence intervals from 10,000 bootstrap resampling. 
Main Results 
 Dialogue intentions. 
Intentions to engage in dialogue with outgroup participant. A 2 (intervention type: 
control versus growth mindset) ´ 2 (group status: low versus high) ANCOVA (covariate: 
outgroup contact) revealed a significant main effect of intervention, F(1,365) = 6.92, p = .001, η2 
= .02. Contrary to the hypothesis and logic, participants in the intervention condition (M = 3.66 
SD = 2.28) had significantly lower dialogue intentions compared to participants in the control 
condition (M = 4.23 SD = 2.21). The interaction between group status and condition was not 
significant, F(1,365) = 2.16, p = .142, η2 = .01. I had hypothesized that the intervention would be 
more effective for high status groups compared to low status groups. Yet planned comparisons 
comparing the magnitude of differences between conditions revealed a surprising finding: White 
participants in the control and intervention condition did not differ significantly in their dialogue 
intentions, whereas Latinx Americans in the intervention condition had significantly lower 
intentions to engage with their dialogue partner compared to Latinx in the control condition.  
Engaging with a dialogue partner (yes/no dichotomous measure). A binomial logistic 
regression was conducted to determine whether there was a difference in the likelihood that 
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participants would click to enter a chat room to engage in a dialogue with an outgroup 
participant. This binomial logistic model was marginally significant, χ2(4) = 8.95, p =.062. The 
model explained 3.4% of the variance in dichotomous dialogue responses and correctly classified 
67% of the cases. A main effect emerged for intervention condition: participants who received 
the intervention were significantly less likely to say yes to joining a dialogue initiative compared 
to those in the control condition (B = -0.76 SE = 0.34, p = .024). Latinx and White participants 
were equally likely to engage in a discussion on inequality with their cross-race partner 
regardless of whether or not they received the intervention. (Relevant frequencies are displayed 
in Table 18.) 
Intentions to join a future dialogue initiative.  Similar to the unexpected results for the 
previous dialogue measure, participants in the intervention condition (M = 3.85 SD = 2.39) 
expressed significantly lower intentions to join a future dialogue initiative compared to 
participants in the control condition (M = 4.40 SD = 2.29), F(1,365) = 6.92, p = .001, η2 = .02. 
The main effect for race was marginally significant: with White participants (M = 4.27 SD = 
2.37) expressing slightly higher intentions to sign up for a dialogue initiative compared to Latinx 
participants (M = 3.96 SD = 2.31), F(1,365) = 3.76, p = .053, η2 = .01. The interaction between 
group status and condition was not significant, F(1,365) = 0.41, p = .512, neither were the 
planned comparisons testing the differences between conditions for each racial group (see Figure 
9).  
Number of time slots for dialogue initiative. Participants indicated any number of time 
slots from 1 to 7, or that they were not interested in participating (coded as a mutually exclusive 
0). I conducted a negative binomial regression to examine whether individuals’ number of 
chosen time slots varied as a function of their group status and the intervention they received. 
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The only significant predictor of number of time slots was intervention condition B = -0.31 SE = 
0.13, p = .017. Participants in the control condition compared to the intervention condition, while 
holding the other variable constant, were expected to have a rate 1.32x greater for available days 
or timeslots to participate in a dialogue initiative. This finding runs counter to the hypothesis, 
though aligns with findings of other measures of dialogue-related behaviors (i.e., dichotomous 
responses to joining a dialogue initiative).  
Meditation analyses. Similar to Study 2, the hypothesized direct effect between 
intervention as moderated by group status and dialogue intentions was not established, nor was 
mediation of this pathway by anxiety and self-efficacy observed. I summarize results for each 
mediator here (see Tables 19 and 21 for model coefficients for anxiety and self-efficacy, 
respectively). 
Anxiety. Anxiety significantly predicted intentions to join a dialogue program, B = -.20, 
SE = .08, p <.001; with lower anxiety predicting higher intentions to join. Neither intervention 
type (B = .04, SE = .23, p <.56) nor status (B = -.22, SE = .30, p <.001) predicted anxiety; and the 
intervention × status interaction was similarly not significant(B = -.25, SE = .31,  p = .41; see 
Table 20 for marginal means and standard deviations).  
Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy was positively related to intentions to join a dialogue 
initiative (B = .0.65, SE = .15, p < .001). Neither intervention type (B = -0.01, SE = .11, p = .92) 
nor status (B = -0.10, SE = .12, p <=.37), nor the interaction of these two variables (B = -0.05, SE 
= .17, p = .75) predicted self-efficacy (see Table 22 for marginal means and standard deviations). 
Notably, mean scores of both control (M = 5.96 SD = 0.78) and intervention groups (M = 5.95 
SD = 0.82), regardless of group status were significantly different from the midpoint. Similar to 
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the manipulation check items, distributions were negatively skewed, indicating a possible ceiling 
effect.  
Discussion 
Study 3 tested the intervention model with another low status group. Latinx and White 
Americans differed on indices of group identity and outgroup contact. Consistent with Studies 1 
and 2, status groups diverged on group-based constructs (e.g., identity centrality, anxiety). White 
Americans had higher intergroup anxiety, though similar to findings in Study 2, both status 
groups had equally high levels of self-efficacy. Anxiety and self-efficacy were related to 
dialogue intentions in the expected direction: group members with lower anxiety or higher self-
efficacy expressed higher intentions to engage in discussions on race. The intervention did not 
shift these however, and the mediation model was not supported. Contrary to results from the 
previous studies, the growth mindset intervention resulted in significantly lower intentions to 
engage in dialogue with the outgroup. This effect was observed for behavioral and self-report 
measures of intentions.  
For Latinx participants, identity salience did not significantly relate to dialogue 
intentions. This is contrary to the finding for Black Americans in Studies 1 and 2. Notably, post-
hoc comparisons showed that centrality means of Latinx participants were lower compared to 
Black participants (4.49 vs 5.27, respectively) yet were more widely varied (as reflected by the 
SDs: 1.68 for Latinx vs 1.31 for Black Americans). Taken together, these results might be 
demonstrative of the highly heterogeneous Latinx-American experience. The term Latinx 
comprise peoples who immigrated from, or have roots in, Puerto Rico and Spanish-speaking 
countries in Central and South American. Their history in the United States differs from that of 
Black Americans in both national origin and immigration status. Relations with White 
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Americans are similarly complex; Latinx Americans’ perceptions of commonality with the 
majority group may vary as a function of country of birth or socio-economic standing (Muro, 
2016; Wilkinson, 2014). It is plausible that for Latinx Americans, their ethnic identity and the 
many diverse ways in which it is formed and experienced is not uniformly or strongly indicative 
of their intentions to engage in intergroup discussions on inequality.  
When contextualizing results of Study 3 results from those of Studies 1 and 2, findings 
suggest that the intervention’s application to different status group pairings may produce distinct 
outcomes. Indeed, the surprising finding that a growth mindset intervention caused lower 
dialogue intentions for both Latinx and White Americans suggests a key insight for the model: 
that the success of dialogue interventions to get groups “to the table” may be context- and 
content-specific. As previously mentioned, groups have concerns rooted in specific meta-
stereotypes and stereotypes of the outgroup, and these concerns contribute to their avoidance of 
intergroup dialogue. As suggested by Study 3 results, the distinctions in these concerns may be 
more nuanced beyond those rooted in status to include group-specific factors.  
For example, factors specific to Latinx Americans and Latinx-White relationships as 
compared to Black-White relations (Studies 1 & 2). Latinx Americans hold complex views of 
their ethnic group’s relationship with White Americans (Wilkinson, 2014). For example, 
negative perceptions associated with intergroup interactions center largely around negative 
stereotypes about their national origin or perceived lack of Americanness (Zou & Cheryan, 
2017). Similarly, for White Americans, reasons for choosing to engage with or avoid Latinx 
Americans may likewise be different from their reasons for interactions with other racial or 
ethnic groups. That is, although they may feel apprehensive about conversing with Latinx 
Americans as they do with Black Americans, this may be rooted in distinct threats around 
 68 
cultural identity or economic resources (Rivera et al., 2010). In essence, an intervention’s effects 
may be influenced by the nature of the anticipated conversation—which in turn is rooted in the 
dynamic of the groups involved.  
Another interpretation for the unexpected results is that for participants in the growth 
mindset condition, the intervention and the subsequent measures may have been too heavy-
handed for the group context. This is particularly true for Latinx participants, who had lower 
dialogue intentions after reading about improving one’s dialogue abilities. Recall that 
participants were asked to participate in a conversation with another participant (e.g., a 
White/Latinx participant) and then asked about signing up for a future dialogue initiative. 
Participants may have felt resistant to an article that explicitly tells them to engage in more 
dialogue and then attempts to make them quantify that commitment. To this point, past research 
demonstrates that messages deemed “too strong” may create a backlash (Aronson & O’Leary, 
1982; Intille, 2004). I did not include a measure to assess how participants construed the tone of 
the article, so this interpretation is somewhat speculative. Nonetheless, low anxiety scores and 
above average scores in measures of mindset (manipulation check) and self-efficacy (across 
conditions) suggest that for Latinx Americans, a different perhaps subtler approach may be more 
effective in moving them closer to actually participating.  
Finally, the finding that anxiety and self-efficacy are significantly related to dialogue 
intentions aligns with past research that links lower intergroup anxiety and high self-efficacy to 
willingness for interactions with the outgroup (Halperin et al., 2012; Mazziotta et al., 2011; 
Schultz et al., 2015). Importantly, this finding provides support for the model’s consideration of 
cognitive and affective factors when aiming to foster voluntary participation in a dialogue. This 
has implications for intergroup relations. Specifically, consistent with research on intergroup 
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anxiety (Plant et al., 2008; Stephan, 2014), it seems that a state of cognitive and affective 
readiness must be reached before group members enact the first step in having an intergroup 
dialogue.  
Limitations 
 Issues with research design and measurement may have contributed to the intervention’s 
contradictory findings from the previous experiments. In Study 3, the primary outcome measure 
aimed to mirror real-world invitations to participate in dialogue initiatives. A possible argument 
is that the context of being asked during a paid research study may have prompted participants to 
question the authenticity of the request. In fact, a few participants (n=3) indicated at the end that 
they were unsure if their time in the initiative would be compensated, or if it was included as a 
required condition of the current survey. Although I had included information about the “pilot 
dialogue initiative” in the question and a statement more details at the end of the survey, this may 
not have been enough for participants to feel like they could make an informed decision. Future 
studies can use outcomes that disclose more pertinent information such as the specific topic to be 
discussed, characteristics of the facilitator(s), and ground rules for the conversation.  
An additional limitation is the potential ceiling effect for some items. For instance, scores 
for the manipulation check items and self-efficacy remained consistently close to six on a 1-7 
scale with very little variance. This may imply that wording of the items engendered uniformly 
positive responses or revealed a self-serving-bias, or that relevant constructs were not adequately 
measured. Future research should include psychometric development and validation of measures 
that apply beyond the broad category of intergroup contact to the more specific domain of 
intergroup dialogue. 
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Chapter 5: General Discussion 
 
 The aim of this dissertation was to test an intervention model to increase group members’ 
dialogue intentions. Specifically, the intervention targeted individuals who did not hold 
extremely intolerant attitudes toward outgroups or extremely negative views about the utility of 
dialogue as a method to bridge group divides. The research integrated social psychological 
theories of mindset (Dweck et al., 1995) and intergroup relations relevant to intergroup dialogue 
(Nagda & Zuniga, 2003). I hypothesized that a growth mindset intervention would boost 
dialogue intentions and that this boost would be especially significant for high status groups. The 
model proposed that this process would be mediated by the reduction of anxiety and an increase 
in self-efficacy.  
Three experiments were conducted with White Americans as a high status group and 
Black Americans and Latinx Americans as two distinct lower status groups. Across the three 
studies, participants were given a growth mindset intervention implemented online via a 
scientific article. Intentions were then tested by asking participants about their motivations to 
join a hypothetical future dialogue initiative (Studies 1 and 2), a skills workshop that teaches 
effective communication skills (Study 2), and a real-world dialogue initiative that was advertised 
as starting in the next few months (Study 3). Collectively, the studies employed self-reports of 
intentions and actual behavioral measures, engaged different types of lower status groups, and 
assessed both passive and active forms of dialogue intentions to increase the reliability and 
validity of the model. 
This chapter identifies the major findings of the studies as viewed in relation to each 
other and interpretets the validity of the model as a whole. I elucidate theoretical and real-word 
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implications of this work as they relate to past research and current practices and policies. 
Finally, I present limitations of the research and connect these with directions for future research.  
Are growth mindset and group status related to dialogue intentions?  
Growth status is related to dialogue intentions to a certain extent, although the 
moderating effect of status was not established. Results from Study 1 supported the prediction 
that a growth mindset intervention would lead to higher dialogue intentions. Specifically, 
participants in the intervention condition had higher dialogue intentions compared to those in the 
control group. Of note, though the interaction was not statistically significant, this difference was 
bigger for high status groups. These findings, however, were not replicated in Study 2, (though 
high status group members, regardless of the intervention they received, were more likely to sign 
up for a related activity). Results from Study 3 partially countered the hypothesis, with 
participants who received the intervention expressing lower intentions to engage with a cross-
race partner and to join a dialogue initiative.  
 One strategy to assess the ultimately equivocal results is to examine the theoretical 
assumptions underlying the hypothesis. The key arguments are a) that status groups are at 
fundamentally different starting points when thinking about an intergroup dialogue; and b) that a 
growth mindset intervention will activate a more active orientation toward the challenging task 
of intergroup dialogue. On the former point, there is evidence across the three studies that status 
groups were dissimilar on indices relevant to intergroup dialogue (e.g., centrality of group 
identity, SDO, outgroup contact). Moreover, across studies and conditions, high status groups 
had higher anxiety relative to low status groups. These results support the notion that status-
based group differences relate to dialogue outcomes and that interventions may affect low and 
high status groups differently.  
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 With regard to the second argument, results showed that malleable beliefs toward 
intergroup dialogue was correlated with higher intentions, aligning with research showing an 
association between incremental beliefs and challenge-seeking behaviors (Dweck & Yeager, 
1998). However, consistently high scores regardless of intervention condition suggest that people 
might already hold malleable beliefs about the tenability of effective intergroup communication. 
Thus, bridging the gap between incremental thinking and actual behavior may be a more 
complex process than was engendered by the intervention. Put another way, the intervention was 
conceptualized as a tool to activate a growth mindset toward dialogue, but effects may be less 
meaningful if malleable beliefs in this domain are already activated. This assumption also relates 
to the divergent findings across Studies 1-3. It is possible that idiosyncratic nature of challenges 
associated with unique dialogue group pairings may strengthen, weaken, or reverse the effect of 
the interaction. 
Does anxiety link a growth mindset intervention to dialogue intentions?  
A growth mindset was related to significantly lower anxiety for high status groups in 
Study 2 though this lower anxiety did not result in higher dialogue intentions. In Study 3, lower 
anxiety was linked to dialogue intentions (regardless of status group) but was not influenced by 
the intervention. Thus, there is evidence, albeit weak, that anxiety is influenced by dialogue-
related factors and also influences dialogue-related outcomes. Similar to the conjecture about the 
nuanced effects of the intervention, intergroup anxiety may be affected differently, and in turn 
affect dialogue outcomes differently according to distinctions pertaining to the specific dynamic 




Does self-efficacy link a growth mindset intervention to dialogue intentions? 
Higher self-efficacy was consistently associated with stronger dialogue intentions, but the 
link between a growth mindset intervention and self-efficacy was not established. Notably, 
similar to baseline dialogue beliefs, self-efficacy scores were above average regardless of 
intervention condition. Taken together, these high baseline scores suggest that participants 
generally perceive themselves as capable of acquiring skills necessary for the dialogue task.  
What then, defines the chasm between thinking that one can do it and actually doing it? 
One way to answer this question is to consider the difference between self-efficacy and self-
efficacy expectancy. Participants may have expected that they can acquire skills and techniques 
to engage in a difficult dialogue, yet this might not have been congruent with being cognitively 
ready to actually engage in an intergroup discussion. Operationalizing the type of self-efficacy 
that translates to action is a necessary priority for future dialogue research.  
Theoretical Implications  
Though support for the hypotheses was inconsistent, these findings have implications for 
theories on growth mindset, intergroup relations, and intentions as they relate to behaviors. I 
discuss these implications for these respective areas here.  
Growth Mindsets 
Research on implicit theories rests on the premise that people with growth mindsets will 
adopt an adaptive approach toward challenges and will seek tasks that develop their abilities 
(Dweck & Legget, 1988; Dweck & Yeager, 2019; Rattan, 2015). The finding that malleable 
beliefs about one’s skills (as measured by the manipulation check questions) are positively 
related to dialogue intentions support this premise. Similarly, the stronger their perceptions of 
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self-efficacy in learning effective dialogue skills, the more likely they were to engage in 
dialogue.  
Findings across studies suggest the importance of congruence between the intervention’s 
focus and the barriers most salient for the specific context. The majority of work on mindset and 
intergroup dialogue focus on shifting beliefs toward factors that are external in nature (e.g., the 
outgroup, prejudice, conflict; Cohen-Chen et al., 2014; Halperin et al. 2011, 2012). The 
intervention implemented in the current research diverged from this approach and instead aligns 
with research on education interventions, with its particular focus on one’s skills and personal 
characteristics (Molden & Dweck, 2006; Yeager et al., 2012; 2016). In essence, it addressed 
barriers at the micro rather than the meso level. The usefulness of this approach can be gleaned 
from the findings. Recall that self-efficacy and baseline beliefs toward self-abilities were 
relatively high at baseline (i.e., above midpoint). Moreover, these were not consistently 
influenced by the intervention. These results suggest that for the domain of intergroup dialogue, 
a growth mindset targeting relational or meso-level barriers may be more relevant in producing 
stronger shifts in group outcomes. For instance, beliefs regarding the nature of the specific group 
relations (i.e., White-Black or White-Latinx) or beliefs about societal and structural inequalities 
may be more salient, and a growth mindset intervention that addresses these beliefs may be more 
relevant in the intergroup context. More broadly, the current research highlights the importance 
of the compatibility of an intervention with the specific barriers to address. 
There was ambiguous support for the intervention’s effectiveness in inducing a growth 
mindset strong enough to propel a significant increase in intentions. Results illuminate insights 
as to what might apply to the intergroup dialogue context. Specifically, previous research on 
growth mindsets have focused on activating learning goals over performance goals (Blackwell et 
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al., 2007; Paunesku et al., 2015). This assumption is reasonable in these studies as the context in 
which the mindset interventions apply (e.g., education) value learning and improving as a goal in 
itself. Intergroup dialogues however, rests on both a learning and performance component. 
People may feel that they can effectively learn how to engage, as evidenced by high self-efficacy 
scores, and still feel sufficiently concerned about the image or impression they present to the 
outgroup. That is, group members may both seek to learn while also aiming to also appear 
competent to their dialogue partner. Thus, an effective growth mindset intervention as applied to 
intergroup dialogue may need to activate both learning and performance goals to elicit the shift 
from willingness to behavioral intentions.  
This last point references an issue concerning social psychological phenomena more 
broadly and growth mindset literature specifically. A growing subset of social psychology has 
recently cast doubt on the robustness of the relationship between mindset interventions and 
educational outcomes (Bahnik & Vranka, 2017; Sisk et al., 2018; Burgoyne et al., 2020). A 
meta-analyses of intervention studies in the education domain revealed negligible effects of the 
growth mindset with effects manifesting only under particular conditions (e.g., specific to a 
mode of intervention delivery, for low SES students). Examining associations between mindset 
interventions and achievement across studies show that even for the significant effects, effect 
sizes remain small (Burgoyne et al., 2020). Although these studies were conducted in education, 
the intervention in the current research rests on foundational premises of the theory, and small 
effect sizes were likewise observed in the current study.  
Indeed, one can argue that the mixed results across Studies 1 to 3 indicate that the growth 
mindset intervention was ultimately not effective. Two potential assumptions underlie this 
argument: first, one can be critical of the foundational claims of growth mindset and its 
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significant role in shifting behavior. For example, a growth mindset may not activate a learning 
goal over a performance (or performance-avoidance) goal or may not stimulate a drive to persist 
in the face of challenges. Second, even if theoretical premises of mindsets are supported, there is 
doubt that an intervention can leverage this phenomenon effectively. I contend that results of the 
current research support the latter. That is, more malleable mindset beliefs were associated with 
higher motivations to engage in dialogue across Studies 1-3. These effects, which may have been 
tenuous were not consistently amplified by the intervention, as evidenced by the nonsignificant 
results of manipulation check questions in Studies 2 and 3. Of course, as with other social 
psychological phenomena that have been shown to be context-dependent (e.g., stereotype threat; 
Shewach et al., 2019), study-specific features and prevailing cultural norms have to be 
considered. Overall, there is need for research that examines when and how growth mindsets are 
most observable and interventions most effective in an intergroup context.  
Intergroup relations and dialogue 
The present studies contribute to a deeper understanding of intergroup relations as it 
applies to dialogue. I propose key theoretical implications of the findings for intergroup research. 
First, group status matters. Across Studies 1-3, group members differed on fundamental factors 
such as the strength with which they identify with their group, their emotional readiness when 
expecting cross-group discussions, and their previous experience with outgroups. In turn, these 
differences influence their likelihood for engaging in dialogue. This finding is consistent with 
previous research showing how power asymmetries shape group members’ cognitive and 
affective orientations toward group encounters (see Saguy & Kteily, 2014). As the results 
demonstrate, implications of these differences are similarly pronounced in a dialogue on 
inequality, with high status groups having higher baseline anxiety than low status groups. 
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Theories on intergroup relations must recognize the role of a status differential and the various 
ways this disparity manifests. Moreover, this finding aligns with recent research showing the 
effect of emphasizing rather than minimizing group differences, such as in studies that show 
diverging effects of multicultural versus colorblind approaches (Holoein & Shelton, 2012; Plaut 
et al., 2009) and dual versus common identities (Glasford & Calcagno, 2012; Ufkes et al., 2016). 
Intergroup dialogues may be regarded as increasingly relevant if the emphasis is on working 
together because of differences and not despite of. 
Primarily because they are construed as having less likelihood to engage in dialogue, the 
present model’s focus tended toward shifting dialogue intentions of high status groups. This 
approach aligns with the majority of intergroup research which shows high status groups as 
being less willing to engage in interactions that challenge the status quo (Saguy et al., 2008). 
Surprisingly however, intentions at baseline (i.e., in control conditions) were similar between 
Black and White Americans in Studies 1 and 2 and Latinx and White Americans in Study 3. This 
finding may be reflective of the boundary condition for the present model, which was 
hypothesized as applying to high status group members who have open attitudes to dialogue and 
the outgroups. Indeed, high status participants in the study had similarly low SDO scores (i.e., 
significantly below midpoint) as low status group members. When thinking about contexts that 
emphasize inequality, such as in an intergroup dialogue, a potential implication may be 
congruent with findings from past research that show how group members attitudes toward 
social inequalities may moderate intentions to engage in intergroup interactions (Morrison et al., 
2009). 
 Implications for low status groups. What do the results suggest for low-status groups’ 
approach to intergroup dialogue? The nonsignificant effects of the intervention for Black 
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Americans and arguably counter-intuitive results for Latinx Americans emphasize the 
importance of the particular group context. As mentioned in the introduction, dialogue goals of 
low status members differ from those of high status groups. The current research further shows 
that among low status groups, though dialogue goals may be similarly oriented toward change 
with regard to inequality, group-specific objectives are unique (even in relation to the same 
higher status group) and may be affected by the intervention differently. Black Americans, with 
their specific contentious history and relationships with White Americans may have change-
oriented dialogue goals that are distinct from Latinx Americans’. For example, goals might 
center on high status groups’ acknowledgement of structural racism or discussions of decisive 
actions to facilitate equal access to resources. Additionally, an intervention that promotes the 
idea of one’s ability to change may not have generated a significant shift in Black Americans’ 
intentions when considering the context of a relatively historical tension between the racial 
groups. Perhaps Black participants perceived White Americans’ attitudes toward inequality or 
their motivation to discuss inequality as relatively unchanging. 
Latinx Americans are a lower status ethnic group with objectives that though are change-
oriented with regard to inequality, may have been more heterogeneous in nature (relative to 
Black Americans) and perhaps less actively contentious. As previously mentioned, inequality 
issues for Latinx may include lack of equal access to resources, as with Black Americans, but 
also issues around their position as Americans in the United States (Zou & Cheryan 2017). For 
Latinx Americans, their scores in the control condition implied that they were neither strongly 
opposed nor eager to discuss inequality issues with White Americans. However, this baseline 
willingness was reduced when reminded about the malleability of people’s dialogue abilities. 
When considering the nature of their history with White Americans, who view Latinx as less 
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threatening than Black Americans (Dixon & Rosenbaum, 2004; Dixon, 2006), this result implies 
that the intervention, paired with the pronounced reminder that the dialogue was on group 
inequalities, engendered a wariness among Latinx participants and made them less motivated to 
engage in dialogue. Broadly, a more comprehensive understanding of how different low status 
groups perceive the outgroup and their group-specific goals in a dialogue is necessary to be able 
to apply the theoretical model to a broader range of contexts.  
The utility of dialogue as a means for low status groups to address inequality is also a 
relevant point to be made with respect to the contradicting results of Studies 1 and 3. 
Engagement across groups may have unintended consequences for low-status group members 
who seek social change. Specifically, positive outgroup attitudes as a result of dialogue may 
undermine a group’s approach to social change (Saguy et al., 2009). Although the current 
research focuses specifically on inequality discussions and emphasizes group differences over 
commonality, Black and Latinx Americans’ may have different construals about dialogue as a 
whole and its utility in bringing about social change.   
Status dimensions. I had conceptualized status along a single dimension, drawing from 
research on intergroup relations that construe profiles of low status groups as homogeneous 
(Lorenzi-Cioldi, 1998). Current findings, however, suggest the need to acknowledge each 
group’s unique experiences and how these shape decisions to engage with the outgroup. 
Experiences of low status groups may vary as a function of the domain and dimension in which 
they are disadvantaged (Craig & Richeson, 2016), the visibility of their marginalized 
characteristic (Goffman, 1963), or their position relative to other low status groups (Zou & 
Cheryan, 2017). Importantly, and especially for low status groups, differences in characteristics 
that influence perception of an individual’s social standing—such as skin tone (Hunter, 2007) or 
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socioeconomic status (Hero & Campbell, 1996) may interact with group status to result in multi-
faceted experiences that are more or less aligned with the majority of the group. Results of this 
study challenge the overly simplistic assumption that low-status groups can be considered a 
monolith in intergroup research.    
Finally, the surprising results from Study 3 suggest the need for theories on intergroup 
relations to incorporate not only specific group-based barriers faced by the parties involved, but 
also potential factors arising from the relational dynamic. That is, the combination of groups 
creates a novel dynamic which acquires its own characteristics, such that an anticipated Black-
White dialogue may have barriers specific to the relationship which are not generalizable to 
Latinx-White relations (i.e., or other low-high pairings) and vice-versa. Thus, situation-specific 
factors may moderate group members’ intentions to engage with the outgroup beyond perceived 
threat or perceptions toward the status quo. Recent work on interminority dynamics (Richeson & 
Craig, 2011; Sanchez et al., 2018) support the notion that groups’ relationships with other groups 
are characterized by factors stemming from their joint history and experiences. The present 
research suggests that in the context of intergroup dialogue, these distinctions matter. 
Intentions and behavior 
Finally, the dissertation’s primary focus was to increase dialogue intentions, in part 
because intentions were construed as the closest proxy to dialogue behaviors. Results bring to 
light several implications relevant to theories that link intention and behavior including the 
Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen 1991) and the Theory of Reasoned Action (Fishbein & 
Ajzen, 1975). Intention outcomes in Study 1 increased, though this finding did not replicate in 
Study 2 and intentions did not translate to dialogue behaviors in Study 3. Collectively, these 
findings may reflect the principle of aggregation, which posits that attitudes, or in this case 
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intentions, will predict a behavioral domain but not a specific behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 
2005). Indeed, the varied results in Study 2 from the two dialogue measures (e.g., skills versus 
dialogue initiative) suggest that general intention measures may predict dialogue-related 
behavior but not the actual action of engaging in a dialogue. Future work that aims to foster 
intergroup dialogue must consider measurement specificity and the correct calibration of 
intervention strategies.  
Applied and policy implications 
As stated in the introduction, dialogue programs are ubiquitous, with communities and 
institutions touting the benefits of participation. Yet the issue remains of getting people to show 
up cognitively and emotionally ready to engage with outgroup members. Findings from this 
dissertation illuminate strategies that can facilitate this goal.  
First, proponents of dialogue programs will benefit from being deliberate about the 
groups they bring together. Existing dialogue programs (e.g., university diversity initiatives) 
gather different groups from various status domains together under the broad goal of talking 
about diversity or bias. These programs typically encourage participation from a wide range of 
students or community members through touting the benefits of increased cultural competence 
and building bridges between groups. However, as findings from Studies 1 and Studies 3 show, a 
different dynamic might be inferred by would-be participants depending on the groups involved. 
Facilitators thus have to be cognizant about the chemistry of the members they hope to engage 
and incorporate this into their recruitment message. For instance, promoting participation by 
highlighting the malleability of one’s communication skills may work for White students 
anticipating a dialogue with Black students, but less so for Latinx students anticipating a 
dialogue with White students. Moreover, these differential effects of recruitment may be 
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exacerbated if the dialogue program involves groups of various status in different domains. Of 
course, an optimal outcome would be for an individual to engage in dialogue across different 
groups, especially in increasingly diverse communities. Admittedly, an individual may hold 
different group identities, each with a distinct group position relative to others. I do not 
recommend ignoring these embedded identity intersectionalities. Rather, I propose that initiating 
dialogue at the interpersonal level especially for group members who are not well-versed in 
intergroup communication requires messaging that targets domain-specific barriers (i.e., racial, 
religious) and addresses intergroup relationships that takes into account distinct histories and 
group-specific traumas.   
This latter point is related to the argument that when conceptualizing behavioral nudges 
to increase dialogue participation, a one-intervention-fits all approach may not be the optimal 
route to producing significant outcomes. That is, the current research demonstrates that a growth 
mindset intervention that uses general language to promote the malleability of communication 
skills can result in mixed effects for the different recipients. For example, White Americans may 
respond to a growth mindset intervention for a dialogue on racial disparities with Black 
Americans, but not to one focused on cultural differences with Latinx Americans. Hence, 
policymakers must tailor the intervention not just to the specific groups as mentioned above, but 
also to the relevant inequality issue concerning the groups.  
Limitations 
There were several issues across the three studies that require consideration: 
Methodological issues. The invitation to dialogue did not include a clear idea of the 
bigger context or purpose of a discussion on inequality. Although this methodological design 
was deliberate and adapted from real-world invitations to structured dialogue, not stating a 
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broader inequality-related goal may have influenced how participants received and responded to 
the invitation to join a dialogue initiative. Indeed, past research shows that group interactions 
with a goal of relationship-building are perceived differently from encounters that have the goal 
of social change (Nagda et al., 2009). Future research can examine how the use of general 
messaging on intergroup inequality can produce different interpretations and potential group-
based factors (i.e., centrality of group identity) that may then moderate the intervention’s effects.  
The online nature of the intervention and the dialogue initiative may have produced 
contingencies specific to the medium that do not translate to in-person dialogues. For instance, 
ceiling effects of self-efficacy scores and the low variability in dialogue intentions may have 
been engendered by the online nature of the dialogue initiative; imagining one’s self having a 
conversation with another participant online may have been easier than being asked to participate 
in an actual face-to-face conversation. Research shows that group members subjective definitions 
of intergroup encounters, including dialogue may vary, with online contact being a category 
distinct from face-to-face interactions (Keil & Koschate, 2020). The online medium of a 
dialogue with strangers and its anonymous nature may also have altered group members’ ideas of 
how they can present themselves, including how salient their group membership would manifest.  
The majority of foundational research on intergroup relations is rooted in studies examining in-
person intergroup interactions. Future research can more closely examine whether the 
effectiveness of interventions is influenced by the dialogue medium—that is, if the potency of 
interventions varies significantly between outcomes for in-person and online dialogue. 
Measurement issues. A few constructs (i.e., self-efficacy, dialogue outcome measures) 
had low variance, and scores on a few measures suggested ceiling effects. Additionally, as stated 
in Study 2, the timed reading and writing task plus the multiple scales may have induced fatigue 
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and led participants to select a uniform response across items. Further, participants answered 
questions about their attitudes toward hierarcy and about their group identity before being asked 
their intentions to engage in dialogue. Thus, the outcome measures may inadvertently contain 
effects of unintentional priming: answering questions about their attitudes toward hierarchy or 
their group membership may have shifted participants’ attitudes toward dialogue. I addressed 
this in Study 3 by removing the generalized anxiety measure and also moving the SDO and 
group identity scales at the end of the questionnaire after the measures for the dialogue 
outcomes. Moreover, this concern is somewhat mitigated by the finding that scores for 
comparable dialogue outcomes did not vary signficantly across studies. 
Social context and history effects. When evaluating the findings of this research, it is 
crucial to consider the US social and political context during which the studies were conducted. 
Data for Study 1 was collected in September/October 2019; Study 2 and Study 3 were ran in 
December 2019 and January/February 2020, respectively. During this period, the US president 
was impeached, a senate trial started and ended, and the 2020 US presidential campaign was 
underway. The conversation—in the media, political campaigns, and the national news, was rife 
with discussions on polarization and the “correct” ways to address this issue. The prominence of 
issues related to societal inequalities may have influenced social norms and thus participants’ 
dialogue-related behaviors.   
The data showed a significant association of political orientation with dialogue intentions, 
with more liberal views relating to higher intentions (though the sample skewed liberal and 
further comparisons across different political orientations and status groups could not be 
validated). Future work can consider salient factors such as political attitudes to provide a more 
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complete picture of how group members’ different social identities manifest when deciding to 
engage in dialogue.  
Directions for future research 
The intervention proposed here is a relatively low-cost and low-effort method intended to 
foster the critical first step of showing up in an intergroup dialogue. Importantly, the longer-term 
goal remains to engage group members in inequality discussions to begin to reduce group 
disparities. Findings from this dissertation suggest a fruitful direction for researchers on 
intergroup relations.  
Traditionally, areas of social psychology concerned with fostering intergroup encounters, 
including dialogue (Halperin et al., 2011; 2012; Paolini et al., 2018; Ron et al., 2017) have 
developed their frameworks separately from the area concerned with examining inequalities 
(Anderson et al., 2012; Kraus et al., 2009). However, an implication of the intervention’s tenuous 
effects across studies highlight the need for future research to incorporate these bodies of work. 
For example, research on inequality demonstrates that subjective perceptions of the magnitude of 
inequality vary between groups (Kraus et al., 2019). Thus, not only do status groups come with 
different levels of affective readiness, but their general view on the severity of the problem varies 
as well. Future models should thus include not just the barriers specific to low and high status 
groups relative to each other, but also attitudes toward the structural inequalities that hamper 
group relations in the first place.  
In essence, the idea that mindsets can lead to a change in dialogue outcomes has to be 
interwoven with addressing the inequality between the groups involved. This view aligns with a 
recent review of the utility of interventions that aim to reduce education inequities (Lewis Jr., 
2019). Lewis contends that identifying the dimension in which the disparity exists is the crucial 
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step in knowing what intervention to use. Future research on both dialogue and intergroup 
relations can thus first determine the social context wherein groups are operating, investigate the 
characteristics of the inequality that defines the divide, and then examine ways to address this 
through a combination of methods that target conversations about, and actions toward, reducing 
inequality.  
Findings from other interventions with similar goals of fostering intergroup relationships 
are useful when conceptualizing conditions in which growth mindset interventions successfully 
lead to stronger intentions and actions. Perhaps the more effective method of fostering dialogue 
is to combine multiple strategies. Specifically, work on emotion regulation interventions (Schulz 
et al., 2015), contextual framing (e.g., social versus task-focused; Babbitt & Sommers, 2011), 
and behavioral scripts (Avery et al., 2009) can be leveraged with a growth mindset approach to 
form an intervention program that targets the various contingencies group members hold when 
anticipating inequality-focused dialogues.  
The Present Model 
This dissertation tested an intervention model that builds on the original tenets of the 
growth mindset framework. I had proposed that activating incremental beliefs about one’s own 
dialogue abilities would propel group members from passive willigness to more active 
behavioral intentions. I focused on fostering intentions of low and high status groups that coexist 
in considerably nonviolent tension, and targeted group members who held at a  minimum, 
positive attitudes toward dialogue and the outgroup.  
What do the findings tell us about the overall  efficacy of the model? First, group 
membership is powerful; the intervention’s efficacy varies as a function of specific group-based 
factors such as level of identification with their group and previous intergroup experience. 
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Second, the effectiveness of model was more readily evident in some settings, as with White and 
Black Americans in Study 1, relative to others (i.e., White and Latinx Americans in Study 3). 
These suggest that efficacy goes beyond considering groups singularly to include the emerging 
dynamic from the groups involved. Finally, though the intervention did not consistently shift 
neither anxiety nor self-efficacy, inclusion of these affective and cognitive components is 
important, and future strategies can be calibrated to address these factors more effectively, 
especially as lower anxiety and higher self-efficacy were associated with higher dialogue 
intentions.  
Conclusion 
“People fail to get along because they fear each other; they fear each other because they don't 
know each other; they don't know each other because they have not communicated with each 
other.” – Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr (1962, speech to Cornell College) 
 
A diverse society can engender increasingly segregated or increasingly connected 
communities. Dialogue initiatives aim to produce the latter, and yet, the key ingredient—the 
actual participants, have to take the initial step for the dialogue to take place. Not doing so risks a 
scenario intuited by Dr. King in his 1961 speech: a multicultural population that exists in 
pluralistic ignorance, with this ignorance transforming into fear, with this fear turning into 
hostile relationships. This dissertation aimed to move away from this possibility by addressing 
barriers that hinder group members from taking that crucial first step.  
A notable example of a successful dialogue initiative is evidenced by residents in 
Richmond, Virginia, the former Confederate capital and once the site of the biggest slave 
markets in the country. In 1993, Richmond residents committed to discussing ‘toxic racial 
issues” through a concerted community effort. Black and White community members met 
regularly to have facilitated, sustained discussions on existing racial inequity in their 
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neighborhoods. In 2007, Richmond became the first US city to publicly apologize for slavery in 
its history, specific steps were also proposed to atone for its racial past (Corcoran, 2017). How 
did organizers convince residents to come to the table? Facilitators emphasized a process that 
starts with the system of self and a malleable self-narrative that includes the courage to engage in 
“honest and inclusive dialogue”. If the current findings are any indicator, this malleable sense of 
self seems to be a crucial component for individuals to be able to step out of their comfort zone 
into a more challenging intergroup space.  
A final word: of course, dialogue initiatives are not a solid guarantee that group members 
will subsequently exist in peaceful and meaningful harmony. And yet, as societal divisions 
deepen (Pew Research Center, 2020), dialogue remains a concrete method to combat extreme 
attitudes from developing and gaining credibility. Now more than ever, increasing our 
understanding of how we can motivate groups to come together and take the difficult steps 






Summary of Pilot Study 
I conducted a pilot study in May 2019 to examine the validity of using race as a proxy for 
intergroup status, specifically, whether White Americans are perceived as higher in status than racial 
minorities in the US (or conversely, whether racial minorities are perceived as lower in 
status). Additionally, I pilot-tested the effectiveness of the intervention manipulation in inducing a growth 
mindset among participants.   
Participant and Procedures  
I recruited 71 adults (living in the United States (N=38 White/European Americans; N=17 
Black/African Americans, and N=16 Latinx Americans; Mage= 34.8, SDage=11.7; 51% 
female) from Prolific Academy to answer a 7-minute survey hosted in Qualtrics. Participants first 
answered demographic questions (e.g., age, SES, political orientation). They were then asked to rate 
the social status of the four major racial groups in the US (e.g., Asian Americans, Black Americans, 
Latinx Americans, and White Americans). Afterwards, participants were shown either the growth mindset 
intervention article or an article on left-handedness and then instructed to read them carefully for at least 
one minute. They answered questions pertaining to the believability and clarity of the article, as well as 
questions that assessed their beliefs about dialogue skills. Participants were debriefed and compensated 
$0.75 for their time (M = 6.03 min, SD=3.42).   
Measures  
Group Status.  I used the MacArthur Social Status Scale (Adler & Stewart, 2000) to 
measure relative group status. The scale asks participants to place target groups or individuals on a 10-
rung ladder depicting social status, with the highest rung (10) intended for groups or individuals with the 
“most money, most education, and most respected jobs” and the lowest rung (1) for groups or individuals 
with the “least money, least education, and least respected jobs.”  
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Manipulation.    
Believability of manipulation materials. Participants rated the quality of the article 
by answering the question: “How believable did you think the articles were? (1- not at all to 7 – very 
much)”.   
Malleability of skills. Participants beliefs about malleability of general skills, including specific 
dialogue skills, were measured using five questions adapted from Dweck et al. (1995). The five items: “I 
believe that throughout people's lives, they can develop new skills that enhance their abilities”, “The 
saying 'you can’t teach an old dog new tricks' is generally true (reverse-coded)”, “Anyone can learn how 
to communicate with people different from them”, “People are either naturally good at having discussions 
with others or they're not (reverse-coded)”, and “Some people have a natural ability to communicate with 
others that others just do not have (reverse-coded)” were rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1- strongly 
disagree to 7- strongly agree), alpha = 0.66. A composite measure was created by calculating the 
averages of the items.   
Pilot Study Results  
Group status. I conducted a one-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) to assess whether 
race was a valid indicator of high or low status. Racial groups differed significantly in perceived 
status, F(1,210) = 139, p < .001, effect size = 0.67. Post-hoc analyses showed that White 
Americans (M= 8.46, SD = 1.47) were perceived to be significantly higher in status than the other three 
racial groups (all ps < .001); Asian Americans (M=7.20, SD=1.51) were perceived to be 
higher in status than both Black Americans (M=4.25, SD=1.82) and Latinx Americans 
(M=4.44. SD=1.52; ps <.001); both of whom were perceived to be equal in social status (p=0.88). These 
results bolster the use of race as an indicator of low or high status. Thus, throughout the dissertation, I use 
race as a proxy of status, with White Americans as the high-status group and Black Americans (studies 1 
and 2) and Latinx Americans (study 3) as the low status groups. Importantly, I tested for differences in 
group ratings as a function of   
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Believability of article for manipulation. Mean scores for the control article 
(M= 5.15, SD=1.46) and the growth mindset article (M= 6.08, SD=0.941) provided evidence 
that participants found the articles believable. Scores were significantly different from midpoint, t(32) = 
4.53, p < .001 and t(37) = 18.6, p < .001 for control and growth mindset articles, respectively, with most 
participants indicating a believable to very believable rating.   
Effectiveness of growth mindset manipulation. I conducted an independent samples t-test to 
examine differences on belief toward malleability of skills as a function of the manipulation. I 
hypothesized that the intervention manipulation will induce a more malleable mindset toward dialogue 
skills relative to the control condition. Consistent with this prediction, results showed that participants in 
the intervention condition (M=4.94, SD=1.00) had significantly higher malleability scores compared to 
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ABILITY TO ENGAGE IN DIALOGUE IS A LEARNABLE 
SKILL 
BY ALEX FIELDSTADT ON 9/21/17 AT 11:16 AM 
 
Imaging the neural activity of a speaker–listener pair during storytelling.  
 
 
SHARE    
 
 
    
 
Below is a brief summary of an 
article that was published recently in Psychological Science, a prestigious psychological journal. 
The study, which collected functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) data from more than 
3000 participants, was conducted by a team of researchers led by Dr. Jordan Schacter at Harvard 
University. 
 
This study examined neural or brain waves of two people engaging in dialogue. Researchers 
discovered that the brain activity of people in conversation "synchronize" to establish a neural 
connection. Further, the more often people engage in conversations with others, the better their 
brains become at synchronizing with different people’s brains in the future. Much like a muscle 
that can develop through exercise; the human brain can develop to be more effective in dialogue 









Thus, the more we engage in discussions with those who we see as different from us (e.g. 
with someone from a different background, or with a different opinion) our brains become 
better at adapting to various conversation partners and situations. 
 
BENEFITS OF ENGAGING WITH DIFFERENT OTHERS  
 
People who engage in conversation with others develop three main skills:  
• Recognizing and acknowledging another person’s perspective;  
• Gathering meaningful information about their partner, and  
• Adjusting to specific situational information about the other person and the topic at hand.  
 
Another important finding was that participants in the Harvard study who were at first anxious 
about conversing with a stranger eventually developed a good instinct for listening to and 
speaking with their conversation partner. As we engage in dialogue with others, especially in 
discussions that challenge us, we become adept at these skills. We learn how to anticipate all 
kinds of responses and ascertain ways of responding that are effective.  
 
CONCLUDING REMARKS  
 
The study’s findings have far-reaching consequences for political and social processes, and has 
important implications for dialogue facilitators, policymakers, and political leaders.  
 
Especially when thinking about current divisions in societies: learning how to 
communicate effectively with members of other is a skill that anyone can develop with 
practice.  
 
Alex Fieldstadt is a Nature contributing editor and senior writer for Slate. A version 
of this column also appears on Slate.com. 
REQUEST REPRINT OR SUBMIT CORRECTION 
 
Post-intervention Question (writing exercise):  
1. Think about how this research applies to your own life. In the space below, write about a 
time in your life when you initiated a difficult conversation with someone from a different 
background. How did you feel before the conversation? How did you feel afterwards? How 
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RESEARCHERS EXPLORE LEFT-HANDEDNESS  
BY ALEX FIELDSTADT ON 9/21/17 AT 11:16 AM 
A left-handed writer. 
 
 
SHARE    
 
 
    
 
Data collected in 2007 by the 
Survey Research Center at the University of Michigan estimates that 7 to 10 percent of the adult 
population is left-handed. This study also examined LRRTM1, the first gene linked to increased 
odds of left-handedness. Although little is known about LRRTM1, the research team suspects 
that it modifies the development of asymmetry in the human brain. Asymmetry is an important 
feature of the brain, with the left side usually controlling speech and language, and the right side 
controlling emotion. In left-handers this pattern is often reversed. An identical twin of a left-handed 
person has a 76 percent chance of being left-handed. These data suggest a possible genetic link 
to handedness.  
 





POSSIBLE EFFECTS ON HUMAN THINKING  
 
A theory about how handedness affects thinking was developed from this study. According to this 
theory, right-handed people are thought to process information using a "linear sequential" method 
in which one thread must complete its processing before the next thread can be started. Left-
handed persons are thought to process information using a "visual simultaneous" method in which 
several threads can be processed simultaneously.  
Right-handed people process information using analysis, the method of solving a problem by 
breaking it down to its pieces and analyzing the pieces one at a time. By contrast, left-handed 
people process information using synthesis, which is the method of solving a problem by looking 
at the whole and trying to use pattern-matching to solve the problem.  
Experiments on multi-tasking performance showed that when given two tasks to simultaneously 
complete, left-handers outperformed right-handers. However, when instructed to focus on one 
task at a time, right-handers completed the tasks more quickly, compared to left-handers.  
 
CONCLUDING REMARKS  
Left-handed individuals show different styles of thinking which influence multitasking performance 
and memory. A result of these differing styles of processing is that right-handers perform better 
when they complete one task before starting the next. Left-handers, by contrast, are capable and 
comfortable switching between tasks. While left-handers showed more accurate memories of 
events, right-handers displayed better factual memory.  
 
In short, the research consortium study demonstrated that left-handed individuals show 
interesting differences in task and memory performance. 
Alex Fieldstadt is a Nature contributing editor and senior writer for Slate. A version 
of this column also appears on Slate.com. 
REQUEST REPRINT OR SUBMIT CORRECTION 
 
Post-article question: 
1. What are your reactions about the different ways left- and right-handed people organize and 
process information? Please describe these thoughts in enough detail for us to understand 




Appendix D:  
Study 1 Informed Consent 
 
THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK 
John Jay College 
Department of Psychology 
 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY 
 
Title of Study: Our Social Impressions 
Principal Investigator (PI):  Noelle Malvar, PhD Candidate 
Faculty Advisor: Demis Glasford, Professor 
  
You are being asked to participate in a research study because you are registered as a worker on Prolific 
Academy, currently residing in the U.S., and at least 18 years of age. 
  
Purpose: 
The purpose of this research is to understand how people process and make impressions of the different 
information they receive. There will be two short studies. Approximately 1600 people will participate.  
  
Procedures:   
If you volunteer to participate in this 2-part research study, we will ask you to do the following:  
  
Study 1 (~6 minutes): You will answer a few questions about yourself, and then read a scientific article 
on a random topic. Afterward, we will ask you questions about the article, and the information you 
received.  
  
Study 2 (~4 minutes): The second part is a study on interracial interactions. We will ask you questions 
about interacting and talking to members of other racial groups.  
  
For scientific reasons, this consent form does not provide full details about the research. 
  
All procedures will take place online via host-website Qualtrics.  
  
Time Commitment: 
Your participation in Study 1 and Study 2 is expected to last for a total of 10 minutes. 
  
Potential Risks or Discomforts:  
The foreseeable risks of participation in this study are minimal. Some people may become uncomfortable 
answering questions about sensitive topics. To minimize these risks, you may skip any questions that 
make you uncomfortable and you may withdraw from this study at any time. 
  
Your participation in this online survey involves risks similar to a person's everyday use of the Internet, 
and confidentiality will be maintained to the degree permitted by the technology used. 
  
Potential Benefits:   
You will not directly benefit from your participation in this research study, but potential benefits to 
society are a greater understanding of interactions between different groups, and the factors that may 




Payment for Participation:  
You will receive $1.12 credited to your Prolific account for your satisfactory participation this study. In 
order to receive payment, you must enter the code provided at the end of the survey into the link provided 
by Prolific. Researchers will credit your account no more than 48 hours of your completion of the study.  
  
New Information: 
You will be notified about any new information regarding this study that may affect your willingness to 
participate in a timely manner.  
  
Confidentiality:  
We will make our best efforts to maintain confidentiality of any information that is collected during this 
research study, and that can identify you.  We will disclose this information only with your permission or 
as required by law.  
  
We will protect your confidentiality by keeping your data confidential. Data will be collected in a 
password protected Qualtrics account, only accessible by the PI. IP addresses and other identifying 
information will not be collected by Qualtrics or the researchers. 
  
During analysis, the data will be downloaded and stored without identifying information. Your Prolific ID 
will NOT be downloaded with your data; therefore, there will be no direct link connecting your account 
ID with your data. Data will be protected by securely storing the data in a file on a password protected 
computer, in secure areas, only accessible by the PI and Co-Investigator. 
   
The research team, authorized CUNY staff, and government agencies that oversee this type of research 
may have access to research data and records in order to monitor the research.  Research records provided 
to authorized, non-CUNY individuals will not contain identifiable information about you. Publications 
presentations that result from this study will not identify you by name.  
  
Participants’ Rights:   
  
• Your participation is entirely voluntary. If you decide not to participate, there will be no penalty to you, 
and you will not lose any benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.   
  
• You can withdraw your consent and stop participating in the research at ANY time, without any 
penalty.  
  
Questions, Comments or Concerns:   
If you have any questions, comments or concerns about the research, you can contact: Noelle Malvar at 
mmalvar@gradcenter.cuny.edu 
  
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, or you have comments or concerns that 
you would like to discuss with someone other than the researchers, please call the CUNY Research 
Compliance Administrator at 646-664-8918 or email HRPP@cuny.edu.  Alternatively, you may write to:  
  
CUNY Office of the Vice Chancellor for Research  
Attn: Research Compliance Administrator  
205 East 42nd Street  
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Gender (The gender you identify with): 
o Female   
o Male   
o Transgender  
o Genderqueer  
o Other  ______________ 




o Black   
o White   
o Asian 
o Native American  
o Pacific Islander  
o Middle Eastern  
o Multiracial (please specify)   
o Other (please specify)   
o Prefer not to say 
 
Social Dominance Orientation 
There are many kinds of groups in the world: men and women, ethnic and religious groups, nationalities, 
political factions. How much do you support or oppose the ideas about groups in general? (1-strongly 
oppose to 7-strongly favor).    
 
1. An ideal society requires some groups to be on top and others to be on the bottom.   
2. Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups.   
3. No one group should dominate in society.   
4. Groups at the bottom are just as deserving as groups at the top.   
5. Group equality should not be our primary goal.   
6. It is unjust to try to make groups equal.   
7. We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups.   
8. We should work to give all groups an equal chance to succeed. 
 
--- 
Attitudes toward Intergroup Dialogue. For the following questions, indicate the extent to which you 
agree or disagree with each statement (1-strongly disagree to 7-strongly agree).    
1. Dialogue with members of other racial groups is an effective way to address issues of race (i.e., group 
inequality).  






Centrality of Group Identity (1 – strongly disagree to 7 – strongly agree):  
1. Being (racial/ethnic group) has very little to do with how I feel about myself.  
2. Being (racial/ethnic l group) is unimportant to my sense of what kind of person I am. 
3. Being (racial/ethnic group) is an important reflection of who I am. 
4. In general, being (racial/ethnic group) is an important part of my self-image. 
 
Beliefs about Malleability of Dialogue Skills (1 – strongly disagree to 7 – strongly agree):  
1. People can substantially change the kind of person they are. 
2. The saying, ‘you can’t teach an old dog new tricks’ is generally true.  
3. Being good at communicating with others is a skill that can be learned by anyone.  
4. People are either naturally good at engaging in dialogue with others or they’re not. 
5. Some people have a natural ability to communicate with others that other people just do not have. 
  
Previous Experience with Intergroup Interactions (1- never/none at all to 7 – very frequently/a lot) 
 
1. In general, how much experience do you have interacting with members of the following racial 
groups?  
o White Americans 
o Black Americans 
o Asian Americans 
o Latinx Americans 
 
Intention to engage in intergroup dialogue  
In the coming months, we are piloting a facilitated dialogue program that would bring together people 
from different groups with the goal of discussing issues on inequality. Please indicate below if you are 
interested in signing up for this initiative. If you are willing to participate in this program, we will be 





Intention to engage in intergroup dialogue  
 
I. Please answer the following questions:  
 
1. In communities around the country, and through online forums, facilitated dialogues on challenging 
topics are available for anyone to join, how likely are you to participate in a facilitated dialogue on race in 
the future?  (1- not at all likely) to 7 - very likely)  
2. Do you plan to participate in a facilitated dialogue on race in the future? (1- No, I definitely do not plan 
to participate on a dialogue on race in the future to 7- Yes, I definitely plan on participating in a 










 Study 2 Consent Form 
 
THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK 
John Jay College 
Department of Psychology 
  
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY 
  
Title of Study: Our Social Impressions 
Principal Investigator (PI):  Noelle Malvar, PhD Candidate 
Faculty Advisor: Demis Glasford, Professor 
  
You are being asked to participate in a research study because you are registered as a worker on Prolific 
Academy, currently residing in the U.S., and at least 18 years of age. 
  
Purpose: 
The purpose of this research is to understand how people process and make impressions of the different 
information they receive. 
  
There will be two short studies. Approximately 1600 people will participate.  
  
Procedures:   
If you opt to participate, we will ask you to do the following:  
  
Study 1 (~6 minutes): This study is interested in reading comprehension and evaluation skills. You will 
first answer a few questions about yourself. We will then ask you to read a scientific article on a 
random topic. Afterwards, you will be given questions to evaluate the article. 
  
Study 2 (~8 minutes): The second part is a study on interracial interactions. We will ask you questions 
about interacting and talking to members of other racial groups.  
  
For scientific reasons, this consent form does not provide full details about the research. All procedures 
will take place online via host-website Qualtrics.  
  
Time Commitment: 
Your participation in Study 1 and Study 2 is expected to last for a total of 12-15 minutes. 
  
Potential Risks or Discomforts:  
The foreseeable risks of participation in this study are minimal. Some people may become uncomfortable 
answering questions about sensitive topics. To minimize these risks, you may skip any questions that 
make you uncomfortable and you may withdraw from this study at any time. 
  
Your participation in this online survey involves risks similar to a person's everyday use of the Internet, 
and confidentiality will be maintained to the degree permitted by the technology used. 
  
Potential Benefits:   
You will not directly benefit from your participation in this research study, but potential benefits to 
society are a greater understanding of interactions between different groups, and the factors that may 
affect the quality of the interaction. 
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Payment for Participation:  
You will receive $1.75 credited to your Prolific account for your satisfactory participation this study. In 
order to receive payment, you must enter the code provided at the end of the survey into the link provided 
by Prolific. Researchers will credit your account no more than 48 hours of your completion of the study.  
  
New Information: 
You will be notified about any new information regarding this study that may affect your willingness to 
participate in a timely manner.  
  
Confidentiality:  
We will make our best efforts to maintain confidentiality of any information that is collected during this 
research study, and that can identify you.  We will disclose this information only with your permission or 
as required by law.  
  
We will protect your confidentiality by keeping your data confidential. Data will be collected in a 
password protected Qualtrics account, only accessible by the PI. IP addresses and other identifying 
information will not be collected by Qualtrics or the researchers. 
  
During analysis, the data will be downloaded and stored without identifying information. Your Prolific ID 
will NOT be downloaded with your data; therefore, there will be no direct link connecting your account 
ID with your data. Data will be protected by securely storing the data in a file on a password protected 
computer, in secure areas, only accessible by the PI and Co-Investigator. 
   
The research team, authorized CUNY staff, and government agencies that oversee this type of research 
may have access to research data and records in order to monitor the research.  Research records provided 
to authorized, non-CUNY individuals will not contain identifiable information about you. Publications 
presentations that result from this study will not identify you by name.  
  
Participants’ Rights:   
  
Your participation is entirely voluntary. If you decide not to participate, there will be no penalty to you, 
and you will not lose any benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.   
  
You can withdraw your consent and stop participating in the research at ANY time, without any penalty.  
  
Questions, Comments or Concerns:   
If you have any questions, comments or concerns about the research, you can contact: Noelle Malvar at 
mmalvar@gradcenter.cuny.edu 
  
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, or you have comments or concerns that 
you would like to discuss with someone other than the researchers, please call the CUNY Research 
Compliance Administrator at 646-664-8918 or email HRPP@cuny.edu.  Alternatively, you may write to:  
  
CUNY Office of the Vice Chancellor for Research  
Attn: Research Compliance Administrator  
205 East 42nd Street  




Appendix G:  
Study 2 Measures 
(Edited measures from Study 1 and additional measures of anxiety and self-efficacy) 
 
Manipulation Checks (edited) 
 
1. I personally believe that difficult discussions can be a chance for me to acquire communication 
skills. (mancheck1)  
2. Personally, I feel that dialogues with people different from me are opportunities for growth. 
(mancheck2)  





I. Please rate the extent that you are experiencing the following emotions about a possible 

















II. Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement by selecting the number that 
corresponds to your opinion.  (1 = strongly disagree; 7 =strongly agree):  
1. I am anxious about doing well in a dialogue on race with a White/Black person.   
2. I am not at all nervous about my ability to effectively navigate a dialogue on race.   
3. When thinking about discussing race with a White/Black person, I am anxious about being 
misunderstood.   
4. When thinking about discussing race with a White/Black person, I am nervous that they will think 
I'm prejudiced.  
 
Self-efficacy 
Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement by selecting the number that 
corresponds to your opinion (1 = strongly disagree; 7 =strongly agree):  
1. I believe I can get better at engaging in a discussion with someone from a different background.  
2. I feel confident that I can talk about racial issues with my interaction partner.  





Measures for dialogue intentions:  
 
Even for well-intentioned people, dialogue with members of other groups (e.g., interracial discussions) 
are hard. Also, there are no clear guarantees whether the discussions will be productive or whether 
relationships will improve because of the discussion.    
  
Nevertheless, in communities around the country and online, facilitated intergroup dialogues are available 
for anyone to join. How motivated are you to participate in a dialogue on race in the future with a person 
from another racial group?      
 
               Not at all Motivated                 Very Motivated 




 Do not at all intend Very much intend 
 
I ___ to participate in a facilitated dialogue on 












Study 3 Consent Form 
 
THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK 
John Jay College 
Department of Psychology 
  
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY 
  
Title of Study: Science and Conversation 
Principal Investigator (PI):  Noelle Malvar, PhD Candidate 
Faculty Advisor: Demis Glasford, Professor 
  
You are being asked to participate in a research study because you are registered as a worker on Prolific 
Academy, currently residing in the U.S., and at least 18 years of age. 
  
Purpose: 
The purpose of this research is to understand how people process and make impressions of the different 
information they receive. 
  
There will be two short studies. Approximately 1600 people will participate.  
  
Procedures:   
If you opt to participate, we will ask you to do the following:  
  
Study 1 - Science (~5 minutes): This study is interested in reading comprehension and evaluation skills. 
You will first answer a few questions about yourself. We will then ask you to read a scientific article on 
a random topic. Afterwards, you will be given questions to evaluate the article. 
  
Study 2 - Conversations on race (~10 minutes): The second part is a study on interracial interactions. 
We will ask questions about interacting with other racial groups. You will also have the option to 
join an online chat now and/or sign up for a dialogue program in the future. 
  
For scientific reasons, this consent form does not provide full details about the research. All procedures 
will take place online via host-website Qualtrics.  
  
Time Commitment: 
Your participation in Study 1 and Study 2 is expected to last for a total of 13-16 minutes. 
  
Potential Risks or Discomforts:  
The foreseeable risks of participation in this study are minimal. Some people may become uncomfortable 
answering questions about sensitive topics or talking to people online. To minimize these risks, you may 
skip any questions that make you uncomfortable and you may withdraw from this study at any time. 
  
Your participation in this online survey involves risks similar to a person's everyday use of the Internet, 
and confidentiality will be maintained to the degree permitted by the technology used. 
 
Potential Benefits:   
You will not directly benefit from your participation in this research study, but potential benefits to 
society are a greater understanding of interactions between different groups, and the factors that may 
affect the quality of the interaction. 
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Payment for Participation:  
You will receive $1.81 credited to your Prolific account for your satisfactory participation this study. In 
order to receive payment, you must enter the code provided at the end of the survey into the link provided 
by Prolific. Researchers will credit your account no more than 48 hours of your completion of the study.  
  
New Information: 
You will be notified about any new information regarding this study that may affect your willingness to 
participate in a timely manner.  
  
Confidentiality:  
We will make our best efforts to maintain confidentiality of any information that is collected during this 
research study, and that can identify you.  We will disclose this information only with your permission or 
as required by law.  
  
We will protect your confidentiality by keeping your data confidential. Data will be collected in a 
password protected Qualtrics account, only accessible by the PI. IP addresses and other identifying 
information will not be collected by Qualtrics or the researchers. 
  
During analysis, the data will be downloaded and stored without identifying information. Your Prolific ID 
will NOT be downloaded with your data; therefore, there will be no direct link connecting your account 
ID with your data. Data will be protected by securely storing the data in a file on a password protected 
computer, in secure areas, only accessible by the PI and Co-Investigator. 
   
The research team, authorized CUNY staff, and government agencies that oversee this type of research 
may have access to research data and records in order to monitor the research.  Research records provided 
to authorized, non-CUNY individuals will not contain identifiable information about you. Publications 
presentations that result from this study will not identify you by name.  
  
Participants’ Rights:   
  
Your participation is entirely voluntary. If you decide not to participate, there will be no penalty to you, 
and you will not lose any benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.   
  
You can withdraw your consent and stop participating in the research at ANY time, without any penalty.  
  
Questions, Comments or Concerns:   
If you have any questions, comments or concerns about the research, you can contact: Noelle Malvar at 
mmalvar@gradcenter.cuny.edu 
  
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, or if you have comments or concerns 
that you would like to discuss with someone other than the researchers, please call the CUNY Research 
Compliance Administrator at 646-664-8918 or email HRPP@cuny.edu.  Alternatively, you may write to:  
  
CUNY Office of the Vice Chancellor for Research  
Attn: Research Compliance Administrator  
205 East 42nd Street  
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Gender (The gender you identify with): 
o Female   
o Male   
o Transgender  
o Genderqueer  
o Other  ______________ 




o Black   
o White   
o Asian 
o Native American  
o Pacific Islander  
o Middle Eastern  
o Multiracial (please specify)   
o Other (please specify)   
o Prefer not to say 
 
Social Dominance Orientation 
There are many kinds of groups in the world: men and women, ethnic and religious groups, nationalities, 
political factions. How much do you support or oppose the ideas about groups in general? (1-strongly 
oppose to 7-strongly favor).    
 
1. An ideal society requires some groups to be on top and others to be on the bottom.   
2. Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups.   
3. No one group should dominate in society.   
4. Groups at the bottom are just as deserving as groups at the top.   
5. Group equality should not be our primary goal.   
6. It is unjust to try to make groups equal.   
7. We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups.   
8. We should work to give all groups an equal chance to succeed. 
 
--- 
Attitudes toward Intergroup Dialogue. For the following questions, indicate the extent to which you 
agree or disagree with each statement (1-strongly disagree to 7-strongly agree).    
1. Dialogue with members of other racial groups is an effective way to address issues of race (i.e., 
group inequality).  






Centrality of Group Identity (1 – strongly disagree to 7 – strongly agree):  
1. Being (racial/ethnic group) has very little to do with how I feel about myself.  
2. Being (racial/ethnic l group) is unimportant to my sense of what kind of person I am. 
3. Being (racial/ethnic group) is an important reflection of who I am. 
4. In general, being (racial/ethnic group) is an important part of my self-image. 
 
Beliefs about Malleability of Dialogue Skills (1 – strongly disagree to 7 – strongly agree):  
1. People can substantially change the kind of person they are. 
2. The saying, ‘you can’t teach an old dog new tricks’ is generally true.  
3. Being good at communicating with others is a skill that can be learned by anyone.  
4. People are either naturally good at engaging in dialogue with others or they’re not. 
5. Some people have a natural ability to communicate with others that other people just do not have. 
  
Previous Experience with Intergroup Interactions (1- never/none at all to 7 – very frequently/a lot) 
 
1. In general, how much experience do you have interacting with members of the following racial 
groups?  
o White Americans 
o Black Americans 
o Asian Americans 
o Latinx Americans 
 
Intergroup anxiety. Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement by selecting 
the number that corresponds to your opinion.  (1 = strongly disagree; 7 =strongly agree):  
1. I am anxious about doing well in a dialogue on race with a White/Black person.   
2. I am not at all nervous about my ability to effectively navigate a dialogue on race.   
3. When thinking about discussing race with a White/Black person, I am anxious about being 
misunderstood.   
4. When thinking about discussing race with a White/Black person, I am nervous that they will think 
I'm prejudiced.  
 
Self-efficacy. Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement by selecting the 
number that corresponds to your opinion (1 = strongly disagree; 7 =strongly agree):  
1. I believe I can get better at engaging in a discussion with someone from a different background.  
2. I feel confident that I can talk about racial issues with my interaction partner.  
3. I feel capable of engaging in a dialogue about racial inequality with members of other groups.   
 
Dialogue Instructions for Study 3: 
This research examines attitudes about intergroup interactions. For this study, we are focusing specifically 
on dialogues between people from different racial groups.   
    
Even for well-intentioned people, dialogue about race, especially vis-a-vis other racial groups, is hard. 
There are no clear guarantees whether the conversation will be productive or whether relationships will 
improve because of the discussion.    
    
In the current study, you will first answer questions on what you think and feel about discussions on racial 
issues. We then present you with the option to participate in a short online chat (~5 minutes) with another 
participant.    
    
 108 
This initial conversation serves as a pilot test for a bigger dialogue program that we (the research team) 
are rolling out in the next few months. The aim of this initiative is to promote more productive 
conversations around difficult issues. These discussions will be with one person from another racial group 
and will facilitated by a moderator.     
If you choose to sign up, you will be paired with a partner of a different race and scheduled for a future 
dialogue session. The conversation will be done online through a private chatroom with a moderator and 
an optional video component and will last about ~30 minutes. This online experience mirrors those of 
other dialogue initiatives around the country.       
    
You can think about whether you would be willing or not to join this initiative. Participating in this 
program will not in any way affect your participation in an initial conversation now, nor your 
compensation for the current survey.         
    
Intentions for dialogue (with another participant-continuous).  
As previously mentioned, you have the opportunity to participate now in a short chat with another 
participant. We will match you with another survey-taker who is currently online, and a moderator from 
the research team will facilitate a short discussion on a race-related issue. This will take about 5 minutes. 
Indicate your intentions to participate in an online chat using the slider below:  
 
 Not all interested Very interested 
 
I am ___ to participate in a short discussion on 
race. ()  
 
 
We also have a dialogue initiative in the next few months and would like to evaluate potential interest 
for the program. The discussions will be moderated by trained facilitators and will last ~30 minutes. 
Please indicate your intentions to participate in this dialogue initiative.  
 
 Not all interested Very interested 
 
I am ___ to join a dialogue initiative on race. () 
 
 
Intentions for dialogue (with another participant-dichotomous).  
We will now select your dialogue partner from the current pool of survey-takers. To start the chat, please 
hit the >> button.    
 
Thank you for your patience. We have selected another participant (Latina/o/White) to be your 
dialogue partner. She will be asked to join the chat room shortly, where a moderator is waiting.   
   
The dialogue will touch on issues of race in the United States. No identifying information outside of your 
race and gender will be used. The moderator will facilitate the dialogue, which is expected to last around 
5 minutes.    
    
If you agree to accept, you and your partner will be transferred to the virtual discussion room.   
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Please indicate whether you would like to continue below:   
o Yes, begin the dialogue.   
o No, go to next section  
 
 
Intentions to participate in a future dialogue initiative.  
 
As mentioned, we are testing a dialogue initiative in the next few months and would like to evaluate 
potential interest. The discussions will be moderated by trained facilitators, and will last ~30 minutes.    
  
If you are interested in participating, pick a block of time below depending on your availability. You may 
pick as many blocks of time slots as you wish. Detailed procedures will be available in a link at the end of 
the survey.  
 
You will have the option to indicate your timezone later, and someone from the research team will 
follow-up to determine a specific day and time.    
• Monday morning or afternoon   
• Tuesday morning or afternoon   
• Wednesday morning or afternoon   
• Thursday morning or afternoon   
• Friday morning or afternoon   
• Saturday morning or afternoon  
• Sunday morning or afternoon  








Study 1 Participant demographics (N=303)  
Measure Black (n=146)  White (n=157) 
 
Age 33.2 (10.5)  36.5 (13.0) 
 
Gender   
 Female 100 89 
 Male 46 66 
  Other - 2 
 
Political Affiliation   
  Democrat 95 76 
  Independent 44 52 
  Republican 7 29 
 
Socioeconomic status   
 Poor 17 15 
 Working class 57 41 
 Middle Class 57 69 
 Upper Middle Class 13 29 






Study 1 Construct means, Standard deviations, and Correlations (N = 303) 
 
            
   M (SD)  Intentions SDO outcontact polorient 
Intentions  4.62 (1.79)  —           
SDO  2.13 (1.06)  -0.109  —        
Outcontact  5.01 (1.64)  0.236 *** -0.156 ** —    
Polorient  2.54 (1.03)  -0.149 * 0.411 *** 0.018  —  
            
Note. SDO = social dominance orientation; Outcontact = amount of previous group contact. * p 







Table 3  
Means and standard deviations by group status (low vs high) 
   
  Blacks (n=146)        Whites (n=157)  
SES*  2.51 (0.91)  2.78(0.95)   
SDO*  1.99 (0.98)  2.26 (1.11)   
CGI***  4.84 (1.53)  3.04 (1.45)   
Outcontact***  5.54 (1.47)  4.52 (1.63)   
Note. SES = Socioeconomic status; SDO = social dominance orientation; CGI = centrality of group identity. Black 
Americans are considered low status groups; White Americans are high status. 






Study 2 Means and standard deviations by intervention conditions (control vs growth mindset) 
   
  Control (n=153)        Intervention (n=150)  
SES  2.67 (1.03)  2.63 (0.83)   
SDO  2.13 (1.03)  2.13 (1.09)   
CGI  3.95(1.78)  3.86 (1.69)   
Outcontact  5.01 (1.73)  5.02 (1.54)   
Note. SES = Socioeconomic status; SDO = social dominance orientation; CGI = centrality of group identity. All 
means between intervention conditions were not significantly different from each other (all ps > .05).
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Table 5. 
Study 1 Response frequencies (yes/no) for  joining a dialogue initiative (N=303) 
 Condition  
Status (Race) Response   Control Intervention Total 
Black  No  Observed  34  35  69  
    % within row  49.3 %  50.7 %    
   Yes  Observed  41  36  77  
    % within row  53.2 %  46.8 %    
   Total  Observed  75  71  146  
    % within row  51.4 %  48.6 %    
White  No  Observed  34  33  67  
    % within row  50.7 %  49.3 %    
   Yes  Observed  44  46  90  
    % within row  48.9 %  51.1 %    
   Total  Observed  78  79  157  
    % within row  49.7 %  50.3 %    
Total  No  Observed  68  68  136  
    % within row  50.0 %  50.0 %    
   Yes  Observed  85  82  167  
    % within row  50.9 %  49.1 %    
   Total  Observed  153  150  303  




Study 2 Participant demographics (N=307)  
Measure Black (n=147)  White (n=160) 
 
Age 34.0 (11.9)  36.8 (13.2) 
 
Gender   
 Female 97 80 
 Male 48 76 
  Other 2 4 
 
Political Affiliation   
  Democrat 92 77 
  Independent 47 50 
  Republican 2 28 
  Prefer not to answer                                                         6 5 
 
Socioeconomic status   
 Poor 20 11 
 Working class 67 51 
 Middle Class 48 60 
 Upper Middle Class 10 32 










Study 2 Construct Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations (N=307). 
 
              
    M (SD)   Int_skills Int_dia SDO Outcontact Polorient 
Int_skills  4.71 (1.57)  —              
Int_dia  4.14 (1.77)  0.767 *** —           
SDO  2.01 (1.07)  -0.132 * -0.106  —        
Outcontact  4.74 (1.69)  0.251 *** 0.308 *** -0.173 ** —     
Polorient  2.34 (1.00)  -0.124 * -0.045  0.464 *** -0.138 * —  
              
Note. Int_skills = intentions to engage in a workshop for dialogue skills; Int_dia = dialogue intentions; SDO = 































Table 8  
Study 2 Means and standard deviations by group status (low vs high). 
   
  Blacks (n=147)        Whites (n=160)  
SES***  2.38 (0.90)      2.83 (1.00)   
SDO**  1.82 (0.86)  2.20 (1.21)   
CGI***  5.27 (1.31)  2.87 (1.46)   
Outcontact***  5.14 (1.60)  4.38 (1.70)   
Note. SES = Socioeconomic status; SDO = social dominance orientation; CGI = centrality of group identity. 
Outcontact = previous outgroup contact; Black Americans are considered low status groups; White Americans are 












Study 2 Means and standard deviations by intervention conditions (control vs growth mindset) 
   
  Control (n=150)        Intervention (n=157)  
SES  2.64 (0.98)  2.59 (0.97)   
SDO  1.91 (0.96)  2.12 (1.16)   
CGI  4.05(1.86)  3.98 (1.81)   
Outcontact  4.75 (1.68)  4.74 (1.70)   
Note. SES = Socioeconomic status; SDO = social dominance orientation; CGI = centrality of group identity. 
Outcontact = previous outgroup contact. All means between intervention conditions were not significantly different 









































Study 2. Outcome of the PROCESS Macro (Model 8) used to test whether indirect effect of intervention 
type on dialogue intentions through anxiety is moderated by status group (Race). 
 
          
Variable Estimate SE t p 
Mediator (anxiety) variable model 
Intercept  3.44  0.19  18.37  < .001  
Condition (IV)  -0.13  0.26  0.48  .63  
Status (moderator)  -1.12  0.26  -4.31  < .001  
Condition ✻ Status:  0.80  0.36  2.21  .03  
          
Dependent variable model 
Intercept  4.39  0.30  14.41  < .001  
Condition (IV)  0.29  0.29  0.99  .32  
Status (moderator)  0.40  0.30  1.35  .18  
Condition ✻ Status:  -0.38  0.41  -0.93  .35  






















Study 2 Intergroup anxiety means and standard deviations by group status and intervention conditions 
        Control               Intervention 
Black  3.44 (0.19)  3.57 (0.18)   
White  4.56 (0.96)  3.89 (0.17)   
Note. Black participants had similar anxiety across control and intervention conditions. White participants in the 












Study 2. Outcome of the PROCESS Macro (Model 8) used to test whether indirect effect of intervention 
type on dialogue intentions through self-efficacy is moderated by status group (Race). 
 
          
Variable Estimate SE t p 
Mediator (self-efficacy) variable model 
Intercept  5.70  0.11  49.89  < .001  
Condition (IV)  -0.25  0.17  -1.52  .13  
Status (moderator)  0.19  0.16  1.15  .25  
Condition ✻ Status:  0.05  0.23  -0.22  .83  
          
Dependent variable model 
Intercept  1.54  0.60  2.53  .01  
Condition (IV)  0.17  0.28  0.60  .55  
Status (moderator)  0.31  0.28  1.10  .27  
Condition ✻ Status:  -0.36  0.39  -0.91  .36  
Self-efficacy (mediator)  .49  0.10  4.99  <.001  
 












Study 2 Self-efficacy means and standard deviations by group status and intervention conditions 
        Control               Intervention 
Black  5.89 (0.94)  5.64 (0.87)   
White  5.70 (1.01)  5.50 (1.10)   











Study 3 Participant demographics (N=371)  
Measure Latinx (n=167)  White (n=204) 
 
Age 30.0 (10.4)  37.8 (12.5) 
 
Gender   
 Female 66 105 
 Male 96 98 
  Other 5 1 
 
Political Affiliation   
  Democrat 99 113 
  Independent 48 56 
  Republican 11 24 
  Prefer not to answer                                                         7 6 
 
Socioeconomic status   
 Poor 12 14 
 Working class 72 52 
 Middle Class 64 94 
 Upper Middle Class 16 39 
















Study 3 Construct Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations (N=371) 
              
  M (SD)  Intentions1 Intentions2 SDO Outcontact Polorient 
Intentions1  3.95 
(2.26) 
 —              
     —              
Intentions2  4.13 
(2.35) 
 0.721 *** —           
     < .001  —           
SDO  2.15 
(1.02) 
 -0.210 *** -0.177 *** —        
     < .001  < .001  —        
Outcontact  4.98 (1.72) 
 0.099  0.110 * -0.074  —     




 -0.089  -0.107 * 0.444 *** -0.134 * —  
     0.089  0.042  < .001  0.011  —  
Note. Inttentions1 = intentions to engage in dialogue with interaction partner; Intentions2 = 
intentions to participate in dialogue initiative; SDO = social dominance orientation; Outcontact = 















Study 3 Means and standard deviations by group status (low vs high). 
   
  Latinx (n=167)        Whites (n=204)  
SES***  2.51 (0.77)      2.84 (0.88)   
SDO  2.19 (0.98)  2.12 (1.05)   
CGI***  4.49 (1.68)  2.80 (1.40)   
Outcontact***  5.39 (1.61)  4.65 (1.73)   
Note. SES = Socioeconomic status; SDO = social dominance orientation; CGI = centrality of group identity. Latinx 













Table 17  
Means and standard deviations by intervention condition (control vs growth mindset). 
   
  Control (n=186)        Intervention (n=181)  
SES  2.70 (0.89)               2.68 (0.81)   
SDO  2.17 (1.00)  2.13 (1.04)   
CGI  3.61 (1.74)  3.51 (1.76)   
Outcontact  5.08 (1.63)  4.88 (1.80)   
Note. SES = Socioeconomic status; SDO = social dominance orientation; CGI = centrality of group identity. 
Outcontact = previous outgroup contact. All means between intervention conditions were not significantly different 











Study 3 Frequency table for dichotomous dialogue measure 
 Dialogue (yes/no)  
Race Condition   Yes No Total 
Latinx  control  Observed  22  66  88  
    % within row  25.0 %  75.0 %    
   intervention  Observed  34  45  79  
    % within row  43.0 %  57.0 %    
   Total  Observed  56  111  167  
    % within row  33.5 %  66.5 %    
White  control  Observed  29  71  100  
    % within row  29.0 %  71.0 %    
   intervention  Observed  38  66  104  
    % within row  36.5 %  63.5 %    
   Total  Observed  67  137  204  
    % within row  32.8 %  67.2 %    
Total  control  Observed  51  137  188  
    % within row  27.1 %  72.9 %    
   intervention  Observed  72  111  183  
    % within row  39.3 %  60.7 %    
   Total  Observed  123  248  371  





















Study 3 Outcome of the PROCESS Macro (Model 8) used to test whether indirect effect of 
intervention type on dialogue intentions through anxiety is moderated by status group (Race) 
 
          
Variable Estimate SE t p 
Mediator (anxiety) variable model 
Intercept  4.15  0.15  27.91  < .001  
Condition (IV)  0.21  0.21  1.02  .31  
Status (moderator)  -0.22  0.22  -1.03  .30  
Condition ✻ Status:  -0.25  0.31  -0.82  .41  
          
Dependent variable model 
Intercept  5.31  0.41  12.95  < .001  
Condition (IV)  -0.38  0.33  -1.16  .25  
Status (moderator)  -0.23  0.34  -0.66  .51  
Condition ✻ Status:  -0.36  0.49  -0.74  .46  
Anxiety (mediator)  -0.20  0.08  -2.45  .01  










Study 3 Anxiety means and standard deviations by group status and intervention conditions 
        Control               Intervention 
Latinx  3.92 (1.54)  3.88 (1.45)   
White  4.14 (1.48)  4.36 (1.47)   














Study 3 Outcome of the PROCESS Macro (Model 8) used to test whether indirect effect of 
intervention type on dialogue intentions through self-efficacy is moderated by status group 
(Race). N =371. 
 
          
Variable Estimate SE t p 
Mediator (self-efficacy) variable model 
Intercept  6.01  0.08  75.48  < .001  
Condition (IV)  -0.04  0.11  -0.37  .72  
Status (moderator)  -0.10  0.12  -0.89  .37  
Condition ✻ Status:  0.05  0.17  0.32  .75  
          
Dependent variable model 
Intercept  0.57  0.93  0.61  .54  
Condition (IV)  -0.39  0.32  -1.23  .22  
Status (moderator)  -0.11  0.33  -0.34  .73  
Condition ✻ Status:  -0.34  0.48  -0.72  .47  










Study 3 Self-efficacy means and standard deviation by group status and intervention conditions 
        Control               Intervention 
Latinx  5.90 (0.84)  5.92 (0.86)   
White  6.01 (0.70)  5.97 (0.79)   










Figure 1.  
 











































































































Figure 6.  
 












Study 1. Graph of dialogue intentions for Black and White Americans in the control and intervention 


















































Study 3. Graph of dialogue intentions for Latinx and White Americans in the control and intervention 
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